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EXCHEQUER  OF  PLEAS,  EASTER  TERM,  11  GEO.  IV. 


1830. 
Chapple  v.  Durston.  ^ — '^""^ 

j1  his  was  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  money  bond,  a  pro*  The  ititute  of 
miftBory  note,  and  the  usual  money  counts.    The  defend-  STrTued  "'"^ 
ant  pleaded,  amongst  other  things,  to  the  count  upon  the  <^iy  ^  a  plea 
bond,  a  set-off,  and  a  similar  plea  to  the  other  counts;  to  cannot  be uken 
which  the  plaintiff  replied  that  he  was  not  indebted  to  the  under 'the  g!L 
defendant  mode  etformd  as  in  those  pleas  was  alleged.        ^V^Ai^ShT^^ 

At  the  trial,  before  Tindalf  C.  J.,  at  the  Summer  As- 
sizes for  the  county  of  Somerset,  1829,  it  appeared  that 
there  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  bond,  for  principal 
and  interest,  the  sum  of  77/,  10^.,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
owed  the  defendant  20L  for  rent  due  at  Lady-day,  1822. 
The  latter  sum  the  defendant  claimed  to  set  off  against 
the  demand  of  the  plaintiff;  but  the  plaintiff  contend- 
ed that  this  debt  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, and  that  he  was  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  the 
statute,  although  he  had  not  specially  replied  it.     The 

VOL.  I.  B 


2  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Exeh.  of  Pleat,  Lord  Chief  Justice  directed  the  Jury  to  find  a  verdict  for 

IBoO 
^      ^      ^     the  plaintiff,  for  57/.  lOif.,  and  gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to 

Chapple      move  to  increase  that  verdict,  should  this  Court  be  of 

Du&sTON.      opinion  that  he  could  take  advantage  of  the  statute  under 

his  general  replication. 

In  pursuance  of  this  leave,  £rfe,  in  Michaelmas  Terai 
last,  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew 
cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  increased  by  the  sum 
of  SO/.;  against  which 

ErsUne  shewed  cause.  The  statute  of  limitations  does 
not  destroy  the  debt,  but  merely  bars  the  remedy;  Quau" 
toei  V.  England  (a) ;  for  if  it  did  operate  as  an  extinguish- 
ment of  the  debt,  in  no  form  of  action  need  the  statute  be 
specially  pleaded,  and  no  promise  without  a  fresh  consi- 
deration would  be  sufficient  to  revive  a  debt  of  longer 
standing  than  six  years.  It  is  therefore  a  matter  of  law 
which  does  not  go  to  the  gist  of  the  action,  but  to  the  dis- 
charge of  it,  and  as  such  must  be  pleaded  (6).  Indeed  it 
is  admitted,  that,  in  assumpsit,  the  statute  of  limitations 
must  be  pleaded ;  Lee  v.  Rogers  (e);  but  a  distinction,  un- 
founded in  principle,  has  been  drawn  between  assumpsit 
and  debt.  Thus,  in  Draper  v.  Glossop  (d),  it  was  said, 
per  Holtf  C.  J.,  "  If  the  defendwt  plead  non  assumpsit^ 
he  cannot  give  in  evidence  the  statute  of  limitations,  be- 
cause the  assumpsit  goes  to  the  prs&ter  tense;  but  upon 
ml  debet  pleaded  the  statute  is  good  evidence,  because  the 
issue  is  joined  per  verba  de  pr^senti,  and  without  doubt 
nil  debet  by  virtue  of  the  statute ;  and  it  is  no  debt  at  this 
time,  though  it  was  a  debt."  The  same  rule  was  adjudg- 
ed in  an  anonymous  case  reported  in  Salkeld  {e),  but  these 
cases  obviously  proceed  upon  the  notion,  now  exploded, 

(a)  5  Bur.  2628 ;  5.  C.  Bl.  702.      Saund.  283,  n.  (2).  Ditppav.  Mayo. 
(6)  B.  N.  P.  152.  {d)  1  Lord  Raym.  153. 

(c)  1   Lev.  110;    see  1  Wms.  \e)  278. 
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that  the  statute  of  limitatioils  destroys  the  debt;  for^  if  the  ^f^  ofPka$, 
distmctioii  between  the  preeter  and  present  tense  were  well  ^  ^'  - 
founded,  nothing  could  be  given  in  evidencoi  under  the  Chafplb 
plea  of  non  astfrnpsit^  which  occurred  subsequently  to  the  Durstoh. 
promise ;  whereas,  not  only  fkcts  to  shew  that  no  such  pro* 
nuse  as  that  stated  in  the  declaration  was  made,  or  that 
the  promise  was  void  at  the  time,  by  reason  of  duress,  in* 
fiuicy,  or  coverture,  but  also  facts  to  shew  that  no  cause 
of  action  subsisted  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  as 
accord  and  satirfaction,  a  release,  and  the  like  occurring 
after  the  promise,  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  that 
plea*  Expediency  requires  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
should  be  .pleaded  in  debt  equally  as  in  tMSsttrnpsit.  The 
exceptions  in  the  statute  are  alike  applicable  to  both 
actions,  and  the  plaintiff  is  equally  liable  to  be  surprised; 
In  either  case  the  statute  does  not  extinguish  the  debt,  but 
only  takes  away  the  remedy;  and  as  in  either  case  the  de- 
fendant may  insist  upon  the  statute  or  waive  it,  if  he  in«- 
tend  to  kisist  upon  the  statute  he  should  plead  it,  to  pre- 
vent surprise  (a).  Against  the  general  application  of  this 
rule,  the  case  of  Duppa  v.  Mayo  (fi)  does  not  militate* 
That  case  decided,  that  a  plea  of  nil  debet  infra  sex  annos 
should  conclude  to  the  country ;  but  that  plea  amounted 
to  the  general  issue  merely,  the  words  infra  sex  annos  being 
surplusage;  because  if  the  defendant  owed  nothing  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  it  was  immaterial  whether  he  had 
owed  any  thing  at  any  other  period  within  six  years,  and,  if 
fae  was  then  indebted,  it  mattered  not  how  long  the  debt  had 
been  due*  By  equitable  construction,  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations has  been  applied  to  a  set-off,  and  a  debt  barred  by 
the  statute  camM>t  be  set  off;  but  as  the  defendant  waives 
the  statute  by  not  pleading  it,  so  does  the  plaintiff  if  the 
statute  be  not  replied.  The  rule  of  expediency  is  equally 
applicable  to  a  replication  as  to  a  plea,  and  the  mere  change 

(a)  1  Wins.  Saund.  283,  n.  (2).  {h)  1  Saiind.  282. 

b2 


^  CASBS  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Exch,  y  Pkat,  of  character  between  the  parties  can  afford  no  solid  dis* 
K,.^.^^^J,^  tinction.  A  defendant  is  not  bound  to  avail  himself  of  his 
Ch APPLE  set-off*9  but  may  bring  a  cross  action,  in  which  case  the 
DuRBToM.  Statute  must  be  pleaded:  why  then,  if,  to  avoid  circuity  of 
action,  the  set-off  be  pleaded,  should  the  defendant  be 
placed  in  a  worse  situation  than  if  he  had  sued  for  the 
amount.  In  a  book  of  istuthority  (a),  it  is  said : — ''  A  debt 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  cannot  be  set  off*  If 
it  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  action,  the  plaintiff  may  reply 
the  statute  of  limitations*  If  it  be  given  in  evidence  on  a 
notice  of  set-off,  it  may  be  objected  to  at  the  trial/'  So, 
in  RemmingtonJV.  Stevens  (6),  it  was  held,  that  the  statute 
of  limitations  may*  be  replied  to  a  plea  of  set-off*  In  legal 
construction  the  word  *'  may  "  is  here  to  be  understood  as 
f '  must ;  *'  for,  if  the  statute  be  available  at  all  against  a 
set-off,  it  can  only  be  subject  to  the  same  rules  as  if  the 
set-off  constituted  the  subject  of  a  distinct  action.  This 
view  is  confirmed  by  the  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c  14,  s.  4,  which 
places  original  demands  and  contracts  alleged  .by  way  of 
set-off  upon  the  same  footing  with  respect  to  the  statute 
of  limitations. 

Erlet  contra, — The  defendant  is  liable  to  be  surprised 
by  many  defences  that  may  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue;  and,  even  in  criminal  pleading,  no  no- 
tice is  given  to  the  defendant,  by  allegations  which  are 
held  to  be  immaterial.  Expediency  is  not,  therefore,  a 
safe  ground  of  decision  in  this  case.  Referring  to  the 
words  of  the  statute,  and  the  earlier  authorities,  it  would 
seem  that  in  no  case  need  the  statute  be  pleaded,  the  debt 
being  destroyed  when  more  than  six  years  old.  Brown  v. 
Hancock  (c).  However,  in  the  action  of  assumpsit  it  has 
been  decided,  that  the  statute  must  be  pleaded;  but  in 
debt  there  is  no  decision  to  that  effect.     On  the  contrary, 

(£i)  B.  N.  P.  180.  (6)  2  Str.  1271.  (c)  Cro.  Car.  115. 
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although  the  modern  practice  may  have  been  otherwise,  ^^\^^^'''* 
the  case  of  Draper  v.  Ghssop  (a),  and  the  anonymous  case     ^^^^..^^^.^^ 
in  Salkeld{b)f  expressly  shew  that  the  statute  oflimita-      Chapple 
tions  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  plea  of  nil  debet.      Dueston. 
Upon  this  subject  the  opuiion  of  Lord  Holt  is  entitled 
to  great  consideration,  sanctioned  as  it  is  by  the  authority 
of  Lord  Chief  Baron  Cofnyns{c),  and  the  case  of  JOuppa 
V.  Matfo  (d)*    But  there  is  no  case  to  shew  that  th^  sta- 
tute must  be  replied  to  a  plea  of  set-off;  for  the  authori^ 
ties  referred  to  merely  shew,  that  it  may  be   replied; 
which  will  be  true,  although  it  may  also  be  given  in  evi^ 
dence  under  a  general  replication  of  nil  debet.    Were  it 
otherwise,  the  plaintiff  would  be  in  a  worse  situation  than 
if  he  were  defendant  to  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the 
subject  of  the  set-off;  for  a  defendant  may  plead  several 
pleas,  whereas  one  matter  only  can  be  replied^ 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

Vaughan,  B.,  now  delivered  thejudgmentof  the  Court 
as  follows: — 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  tried  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  the  last  Summer 
Assizes  for  the  county  o{  Somerset. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  upon  a  bond, 
dated  ^th  March,  1800,  and  conditioned  for  the  payment 
of  150/.,  with  interest ;  the  second  count  was  upon  a  pro- 
missory note,  and  there  were  also  added  the  common  mo- 
ney counts. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first  count  on  the  bond, 
non  est  factum,  solvit  post  diem,  solvit  post  diem  by  the  ex- 
ecutors of  the  co-obligor,  and  a  set-off;  and,  to  the  other 
counts,  nil  debet,  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  a  set-off. 
Issues  were  joined  on  these  several  pleas ;  and  to  the  pleas 

(o)  1  Lord  Raym.  153.  (c)  Com.  Dig.  Plead.  (2  W  17.) 

(ft)  278.  (rf)  1  S»und.  882. 
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Exdi.  of  PkoM,  of  8et-off|  the  common   replication  was  filed,  that  the 
^    plaintiff^  was  not  indebted  modo  etformd  as  in  those  pleas 

Chapplb      ^as  alleged,  concluding  to  the  country. 

DcRSTOM.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  it  was  admitted  by  the  de- 
fendant, that  50/.  remained  due  upon  the  bond,  toge- 
ther with  interest  thereon,  from  the  year  1800,  amount- 
ing to  77/.  lOs.  The  defendant  proved,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  SOL,  for  rent,  which  be- 
came due  at  Lady-day,  1822,  for  certain  premises  occu- 
pied by  the  plaintiff  under  the  defendant,  and  which 
he  insisted  ought  to  be  deducted  from  the  77/L  10s,  ad- 
mitted to  be  due  from  him  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  bond. 
The  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that,  more 
than  six  years  having  elapsed  since  that  debt  accrued,  the 
defendant's  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  it  was  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  that  statute,  under  the  common  form  of  replica- 
tion to  the  plea  of  set-off,  without  replying  the  statute  of 
limitations  specially. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  seems  to 
have  been  of  opinion,  that,  as  the  plaintiff  had  not  replied 
the  statute  of  limitations  to  the  plea  of  set-off,  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  set-off  this  sum  of  SO/.,  although  it  was 
a  debt  which  had  accrued  more  than  six  years  before  the 
plea  pleaded,  and  therefore  directed  the  Jury  to  find  their 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  57/.  10s.  only,  reserving  to  the 
plaintiff  the  liberty  to  move  to  increase  the  verdict  to  the 
sum  of  77/.  lOs,,  if  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he 
was  entitled  to  the  larger  sum. 

The  question,  therefore,  reserved  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  upon  this  state  of  facts  is,  whether,  to  a  plea 
of  set-off,  pleaded  in  an  action  of  debt,  the  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  reply  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  whether  he 
may  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  that  statute,  upon  the 
common  repUcation  that  he  was  not  indebted  modo  etfor" 
md,  concluding  to  the  country. 
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The  ca3e  was  ably  argued  by  Mr.  Erie  for  the  plaintiff,  JBxch,  of  PUas, 
and  Mr.  Er$iine  for  the  defendant)  and  many  authorities  ^ 

were  cited,  which  we  have  thought  it  our  duty  to  examine;  Cuapplb 
and  whichi  after  due  consideration,  have  induced  us  to  duestoii. 
conclude,  that  the  view  taken  of  the  question  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  upon  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  was  the  correct  one:  piz,  that  the  plaintiff,  having 
omitted  to  reply  the  statute  of  limitations  to  the  plea  of 
set-off,  was  precluded  from  availing  himself  of  that  statute 
as  a  bar  to  the  defendant's  cross  demand. 

There  are  few  acts  of  Parliament  which  have  generated 
more  controversy,  and  been  productive  cS  more  litigation, 
than  the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  which  was  passed  (as 
the  preamble  of  it  declares)  fqr  the  purpose  of  quieting 
men's  estates,  and  for  the  avoiding  of  suits. 

The  multiplicity  of  cases  and  the  many  contradictory 
decisions  to  be  found  in  out  Common  lliaw  Reports  upon 
the  construction  of  this  statute,  afford  the  strongest  evi^ 
dence  of  the  inconvenience  and  mischief  occasioned  by 
a  departure  from  the  plain  and  literal  sense  of  the  actj 
and  from  too  much  refinement  in  construing  its  provisions. 
The  third  section  enacts,  th^t  the  different  personal 
actions  therein  enumerated,  shall  be  brought  within  the 
respective  periods  of  time  limited  by  that  section,  ai^d  not 
after.  And  in  Brown  v.  JJancpckf  one  of  the  earlie^lr  cases 
which  occurred  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  in  the  fourth 
year  of  the  reign  of  Charles  the  1st,  and  which  is  reported 
in  Cro.  Car.  115,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  hel^, 
that,  if  it  appeared  by  the  plaintiff's  own  shewing  that  the 
action  was  not  brought  within  the  limited  time,  or  if  the 
contract,  whether  in  assumpsit  or  debt,  were  alleged  to  be 
within  the  time,  and,  upon  nil  debet  or  non  assumpsit  plead- 
ed, it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  assumpsit  or  contract 
was  beyond  the  time,  the  action  lies  not,  and  the  defend- 
ant shall  take  advantage  thereof,  if  it  be  specially  found 
by  the  Jury ;  for,  the  statute  is  in  the  negative,  that  he 
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^ch.^  Piea$,  shall  not  mdntain  such  action  after  the  period  Kmited  by 
v...^^^'  the  statute  had  expired.  But  this  decision  was  not  long 
CiiAPPLE  acted  upon,  for,  in  the  following  year,  the  Judges  of  the 
DuRSTOM.  Court  o{  King's  Bench  determined,  upon  error  from  the 
Common  Pleas,  in  Thursley  v.  Warren  (a),  that  the  statute 
of  limitations  must  be  pleaded,  although  the  declaration 
alleged  both  the  promise  and  the  breach  of  it  to  have  been 
made  more  than  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit.  The  same  point  was  determined  in  StiU  v.  Finch  {b% 
Hopkins  v.  Biiihead{c)f  Lee  t.  Rogers  (cQ,  and  in  Gould 
T.  Johnson  (e),  which  latter  case  came  also  by  writ  of  error 
from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  One  of  the  errors  as- 
signed in  that  case  was,  that  it  appeared  upon  the  declar- 
ation that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  more  than  six  years 
before,  and  therefore  it  was  not  necessary  to  plead  the 
statute.  But  the  Court  determined  that  the  statute  must 
be  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  the  opportu- 
nity of  replying  to  such  matter,  for  it  may  be  that  the 
original  was  sued  within  six  years  after  the  cause  of  action 
accrued. 

A  distinction  seems  to  have  been  taken  as  to  ihe  form 
of  pleading  in  assumpsit  and  debt,  the  authorities  agree- 
ing that,  in  assumpsit,  the  defendant  must  plead  the  sta- 
tute, and  conclude  his  plea  with  a  verification,  to  give  the 
plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  answering  it,  whereas  in  debt 
the  defendant  may  give  the  statute  in  evidence  under  nil 
debet  generally*  The  reason  assigned  by  Lord  Holt  for 
this  distinction  is,  that  in  debt  upon  nil  debet  pleaded  the 
statute  of  limitations  may  be  given  in  evidence,  because  it 
has  made  it  no  debt  at  the  time  of  the  plea  pleaded,  the 
words  of  which  are  in  the  present  tense:  but,  in  assump* 
sit,  the  statute  of  limitations  cannot  be  given  in  evidence. 


(a)  Cro.  Car.  160.  {d)  1  Lev.  110. 

(6)  Cro.  Car.  281.  (e)  Lord  Raym.  838. 

(c)  Cro.  Car.  404. 
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for  it  speaks  of  a  time  past,  and  relates  to  the  time  of  mak-  Exeh.  of  Pkaty 

1830 
ing  the  promise.   Draper  v.  Ghssop  (a),  Anon.  cor.  Holi,  ^ 

C.  J.,  at  Hertford,  1690  (i).  Chapplb 

This  rule,  originating,  as  it  should  seem,  in  this  decision  Durston. 
of  Lord  HoUf  has  been  incorporated  into  the  admirable 
Digest  of  Lord  Chief  Baron  Comym  (e),  where,  in  enume- 
rating the  cases  in  which  the  defendant  may  plead  the  ge- 
neral issue  nil  debet,  to  debt  upon  contract,  not  upon  bond^ 
he  says,  **  so, though  the  debt  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  for  he  could  not  plead  nil  debet  infra  sex  an^ 
nos,  but  nil  debet  generally,"  and  cites  the  case  of  Draper 
V.  Glossop,  It  appears  to  us  that  this  distinction  savours 
more  of  ingenious  refinement  than  of  plain  and  practical 
good  sense,  and  we  conceive  that  the  same  rule  would  now 
be  extended  as  well  to  actions  of  debt  as  of  assumpsit,  the 
same  reasons  for  pleading  the  statute  applying  equally  to 
both.  If  the  statute  is  not  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  is  liable 
to  be  surprised,  and  therefore  equally  unprepared  to  an- 
swer in  the  one  action  as  in  the  other.  In  neither  case 
does  the  statute  extinguish  the  debt,  but  bars  only  the  re- 
medy, and  it  is  optional  whether  the  defendant  will  insist  * 
upon  the  statute  or  waive  it.  If  he  intends  to  insist 
upon  it,  he  should  plead  it  to  prevent  surprise,  and  if 
he  does  not,  it  should  be  presumed  he  intends  to  waive  it. 
This  is  the  view  taken  by  the  late  Mr.  Serjt.  fVilliams, 
than  whom  a  sounder  lawyer,  or  more  accurate  special 
pleader  has  rarely  done  honor  to  his  profession;  and  he 
states  it  to  be  very  usual,  and  the  modern  practice,  to  plead 
to  debt  on  simple  contract,  that  the  cause  of  action  did 
not  accrue  within  six  years,  that  the  plaintiff  may  reply, 
either  that  he  was  within  any  of  the  exceptions  in  the  sta- 
tute, or  that  he  has  sued  out  a  writ  within  time,  as  is  the 
common  case  in  assumpsit. 

{a)  1  Lord  Raym.  153.  (b)  1  Salk.  278. 

(0  Pleader  (2  VV  17.) 
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^^^a4f^^'  Assuming,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  solid  foundation 
^  for  any  distinction  in  the  mode  of  pleading  the  statute  of 
Chapplb  limitations,  whether  in  debt  or  in  assumpHt,  the  simple 
DuuTOH.  point  to  be  considered  is,  whether,  where  a  set-off  is  plead- 
ed, the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  the  statute, 
must  reply  it  specially.  It  may  be  said,  that  this  would 
impose  a  great  hardship  on  the  plaintiff,  for  as  he  cannot 
reply  more  than  one  matter,  he  would  be  placed  in  a  worse 
situation  than  the  defendant,  who  can  plead  the  statute, 
and  also,  under  the  statute  of  Ann.,  insist  upon  any  other 
defence.  Indeed,  it  has  been  suggested  by  Mr.  Starkie, 
in  his  valuable  practical  treatise  on  the  law  of  evidence, 
that  it  would  be  unreasonable  that,  in  one  and  the  same 
action,  the  defendant  should  be  indulged  in  making  several 
distinct  answers  to  the  plain tiff^'s  claim,  and  yet  that  the 
plaintiff,  in  his  answer  to  a  counter  claim,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  should  be  confined  to  one  only  (a). 

We  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  authority  directly 
upon  this  point.  In  Butter's  Nisi  Prius  (6),  it  is  said,  that 
if  a  debt,  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  be  plead- 
'  ed,  the  plaintiff  may  reply  the  statute.  If  it  be  given 
in  evidence  on  notice,  it  may  be  objected  to  at  the  triaL 
This  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Butter  seems  to  have  been 
founded  upon  the  authority  of  a  very  short  and  loose  note 
of  the  case  of  Remington  v.  Stevens  (e),  where  it  is  report- 
ed to  have  been  ruled,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  may 
be  replied  to  a  plea  of  set*off ;  but,  in  legal  construction, 
we  interpret  the  expression  '*  may  "  imperatively,  to  mean 
"  must." 

\  plea  of  set-off  has  ever  been  considered  as  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  cross-declaration;  and,  as  it  is  clear,  that  if  the 
defendant  had  sought  to  enforce  his  demand  by  assuming 
the  character  of  plaintiff,  the  adverse  party  could  have 
protected  himself  solely  by  pleading  the  statute;  so,  we 

(«)  3  Starkie,  1318.  {b)  180.  (c)  2  Stra.  1J71. 
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conceive  J  that  the  mere  difference  of  the  position  of  the  ^^\^J^^^* 
names  and  characters  of  the  parties  upon  the  record,  will     v,...^^^Jl^/ 
not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  introducing,  by  way  of      Chapplb 
replication,  the  same  substantive  matter  of  defence  to  the      Dorbton. 
counter  demand.    Nor  can  the  hardship  of  this  course  of 
proceeding  be  with  justice  complained  of,  when  it  is  re- 
membered, that  the  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  reply  nil  debet 
as  to  part  of  the  defendant's  cross- demand,  and  the  sta< 
tute  of  limitations  to  the  residue.    Upon  the  whole,  it 
seems  to  us  more  consonant  to  the  acknowledged  rules  of 
plea^g,  to  determine  that  the  statute  of  limitations  ought, 
in  this  instance,  to  have  been  replied,  and  that,  the  plain* 
tiff  having  omitted  to  do  so,  the  verdict  must  stand,  and 
this  rule  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 


A  question  arose  respecting  the  costs  of  this  application, 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  costs  in  the  cause,  and  the 
defendant  insisted  that  he  was  entitled  to,  as  having  suc- 
ceeded in  the  motion.  The  Master  certified  that  neither 
party  would  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  this  application 
without  a  special  order  of  the  Court,  which,  in  this  case, 
was  not  made. 


(a)  Garrow,  B.  who  was  absent      The  Lord  Chief  Baion  was  sitting 
on  account  of  indisposition,  con       in  equity, 
curred  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
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£jxh.  (if  Pleat, 
I8d0. 

SiDDON  r.  East, 

AittcUonof  JL  HE  plaintiff  having  refused  to  appear,  pursuant  to  a 
naity  o/soi.,^"  subpcena,  to  an  information  filed  against  him  in  this  Court 
(given  by  the      ^^  smuffffliniT,  an  attachment  was  issued  to  take  him  for 

statute  32  Gto.  »»      o' 

2,  c.  28,  for  car-  his  Contempt;  whereupon  the  Sheriff,  by  the  direction  of 

to '^i,  on  an  the  solicitor  of  Excise,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  7  &  8 

^MyJ^  Geo.  4,  c-  5S,  a.  95  (a),  granted  his  warrant  to  the  de* 

hours)»  against  fendaut,  an  excise  oflicer,  who,  by  virtue  thereof,  arrested 

a  revenue 

officer,  acting  the  plaintiff,  and,  before  the  expiration  of  twenty*four 

^telto'ir'  hours,  carried  him  to  prison.     Under  these  circumstances 

b^  ^^  siieriff  ijjQ  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  defendant,  in 

tioni  of  the  loii-  the  Court  of  Cornmon  Pleas,  to  recover  the  penalty  of  50/, 

purnunt  to  the  given  by  the  statute  32  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  s.  \2. 

statute  7  &  8 
Geo.  i,  c.  53,  s. 

95,  and  founded       Wolion,  for  the  Crown,  now  moved  (on  notice)  to  remove 

upon  an  attach-  '  ^         ^  ' 

ment  for  not  ap-  the  causc  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  into  the  office  of 
^forauUonaied  plcasof  thisCourt.  Thejurisdictionofthis  Court  to  remove, 
in  this  Court       |jj^^  ^jj^  office  of  pleas,  all  cases  touching  the  revenue  of  the 

forsmngghng,  r         *  o 

may  beremov-  Crown,  Cannot  now  be  disputed;  for  the  authority  of  this 
Court  of  Com-     Court  has  been  established  by  a  uniform  course  of  deci- 

rtiToffloBof"*"  ^^^'^^  (*)•  ^^^  '^^  ^^^  ^®  objected,  that  this  is  not  a  case  af- 
pieas  of  this       fecting  the  revenue.    The  rule,  however,  is  not  confined  to 

cases  in  which  the  revenue  is  in  danger;  for  an  officer  of  ex- 
cise is  entitled  to  this  privilege,  if  he  be  impleaded  in  any 
other  Court  for  an  act  done  virtuie  officii.  Thus,  this  Court 
has  removed  from  the  Court  of  Common  PteaSf  an  action 
of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  against  a  revenue  offi- 
cer, for  seizing,  in  the  execution  of  his  duty,  the  plaintiff's 
ship,  upon  suspicion  of  smuggling;  and  Macdonald,  Chief 
Baron,  said,  that  there  could  be  no  doubt  about  the  mo- 


(a)  Which  directs  the  Sheriff  to      the  Excise, 
grant  his  warrant  in  such  case  to  a  (b)  See  1  Anstr.  205,  and  note, 

bailiff,  appointed  by  the  solicitor  of 
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tion,  the  case  being  perfectly  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  iSxcA.  ^w^«'. 
Effre,  Chief  Baron,  in  the  case  of  Cawiham  v.  Camp--  ^ 

belt  (a) f  arising,  as  it  did,  out  of  a  transaction  in  the  exe-  Siddon 
eution  of  the  defendant's  duty,  as  a  revenue  officer  {b).  e^'st. 
By  the  provisions  of  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  53,  s» 
95,  the  defendant  was  an  officer  of  the  Excise  for  the 
purpose  of  executing  this  process,  and  the  act  complain* 
ed  of  was  done  in  the  execution  of  his  office.  But  it  is 
a  sufficient  ground  for  this  application,  that  the  Crown 
may  be  incidentally  affiscted.  The  Crown  is  bound  to 
protect  its  officer,  and  a  question  may  arise,  how  far  the 
statute  S2  Oeo.  S,  c.  S8,  is  applicable  to  Crown  process. 
This  was  ruled  in  a  case  referred  to  by  Eyre,  Chief  Ba- 
ron, in  which  an  action  was  brought  agaiiist  the  collector 
for  Brutolf  for  money  had  and  received  for  duties  on 
glass.  The  collector  had  accounted  for  the  duties  to  the 
Exchequer,  and  could  never  have  drawn  it  back  again, 
even  though  there  had  been  a  recovery  against  him,  and 
yet  the  cause  was  removed  to  this  Court;  for,  although 
the  King's  interest  was  not  very  directly  touched,  it  was 
incidentally  a  question,  whether  the  duties  on  glass  were 

duties  which  were  or  were  not  to  be  paid. 

* 

F.  Pollock,  eonira.— By  the  statute  32  Geo.  2,  c.  28, 
8.  12,  any  officer,  offending  against  the  provision  of  that 
statute,  forfeits  50/.,  to  be  recovered  by  action  of  debt,  in 
anjf  Court  of  record  at  Westminster*  It  is  a  remedy  with 
which  the  King's  revenue  has  no  connection ;  and,  although 
this  Court  has  a  general  jurisdiction  to  remove  any  cause 
which  may  involve  a  question  respecting  the  rights  of  the 
Crown,  it  has  never  yet  gone  the  length  now  desired* 
The  Anonymous  case,  cited  from  Anstruther,  does  not  af- 
fect this  question*  There,  the  right  of  the  officer  to  seize, 
and  questions  affecting  the  revenue  of  the  Crown,  must 
necessarily  have  arisen;  but  here,  the  plaintiff  does  not 

{a)  1  Anstr.  205,  n.  (6)  Anon,  1  Anstr.  205. 


14  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Bxeh.  nf  PUa$,  qiiestion  the  legality  of  the  arrest,  and  only  says,  that  the 
^  defendant  has  contravened  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of 
siDDON  Parliament.  The  present  case  can  no  more  fall  within  th^ 
East.  ^"^  ^^  ^  ^^^  removal  of  causes,  than  if  the  defendant,  in 
the  course  of  executing  the  process,  had  beaten  or  slan* 
dered  the  plaintiff.  No  question  as  to  the  Kihg's  right 
can  possibly  arise.  In  Cawtham  v.  Campbell  {a)f  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Eyre  enumerates  four  classes  of  persona  eb- 
titled  to  this  privilege,  in  the  language  of  Walter ^  L.  C.  B. 
as  follows:*^"  The  causes  of  privilege  in  the  Exchequer 
Bxef  firsts  if  one  be  informant  for  the  Kiiq^^— #tfe0iid?y,  if 
one  be  accountant  to  the  King — thirdly,  if  one  be  debtor  to 
the  Kmg-^ourthlyj  where  one  is  an  officer  of  the  Court, 
or  attends  an  officer  of  the  Court.'*^-He  then  proceeds  to 
state  tile  nature  of  the  privilege  of  each  particular  class: — 
''  The  debtor's  privilege  is  to  sue  here,  and  nothing  more ;  the 
accountant's  privilege  is  to  sue  and  be  sued  here,  because 
he  is  immediately  attendant  upon  his  duty;  the  informer's 
privilege  is  a  thing  which  I  cannot  venture  to  state  precise- 
ly, for  I  do  not  quite  understand  what  it  was  that  Lord 
Chief  Baron  WeUter  meant  by  the  informant's  privilege; 
the  privilege  of  the^  officer  is  also  to  be  tried  here  in  the 
office  of  pleas."  But  whatever  may  ))e  the  extent  of  the 
privilege,  it  is  the  privilege  of  the  Crown,  and  not  of  the 
subject ;  and,  in  every  case  in  which  this  Court  has  inter- 
fered, an  interest  has  been  shewn  to  exist  in  the  Crown. 
It  is  not  a  personal  privilege  of  the  officers  of  the  reve^ 
nue,  to  be  sued  in  this  Court;  but,  in  the  language  of 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  '*  the  Court  has  always  tied  up 
the  case  in  which  they  will  grant  this  privilege  of  re- 
moving the  action,  to  cases  in  which  the  action  is  brought 
for  something  which  has  been  done  by  them  in  the  execu- 
tion of  their  office."  The  jurisdiction  seems  to  have  ori- 
ginated in  a  supposed  contempt  of  the  Court,  in  suing  be- 

(a)  1  Anstr.  209. 
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Ibte  Other  tribunals  on  matters  concerning  the  revenue;  Eich.^PieM, 
but|  whatever  may  have  been  its  origin ,  this  is  admitted     v..^^.^^ 
to  be  an  application  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court;  and  no       Siddon 
case  baring  been  made  for  the  exercise  of  this  extraordi-        eabt. 
nary  powery  the  Court  will  not  interfere. 

Walton^  baring  been  directed  by  the  Court  to  apply  his 
observations  to  the  question^  whether  the  defendant  was 
acting  as  an  officer  of  the  Excise,  or  merely  as  an  officer 
of  the  Sherifisy  in  reply,  referred  to  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo. 
4y  c.  53,  s.  96,  and  to  the  warrant  annexed  to  the  affida- 
vit, by  which  it  appeared  that  he  had  been  appointed  bai>- 
liffby  the  solicitor  of  the  Excise. 

Garrow,  B.  (a). — ^This  is  an  application  to  remove  in- 
to this  Court  an  action  brought  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas t  in  which  the  plaintiff  complains  of  a  breach  of  the 
law,  which  directs  that  no  prisoner  shall  be  carried  to  gaol 
on  an  arrest,  before  the  expiratiQn  of  twenty-four  houris 
after  the  arrest.  Happily,  in  these  titoies,  there  is  no  dispo- 
sition in  this  or  in  any  other  Court,  to  extend  its  jurisdic- 
tion; and,  happily  too,  there  is  now  no  jealousy  on  this 
subject,  either  between  the  Courts,  or  in  the  mind  of  the 
pubUc    I  do  not  apprehend  it  to  be  necesssary  to  this  ap- 
plication, tibat  the  King  should  have  a  peculiar  and  di^ 
rect  i]!iterest  in  the  verdict,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  warrant 
tiie  interposition  of  this  Court,  if  the  subject  matter  of  the 
action  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make  it  desirable  that  it 
should  be  decided  in  a  Court  which  is  peculiarly  convers- 
aiit  with  questions  arising  upon  the  construction  of  the  re* 
venue  law.    In  the  present  case  the  warrant  is  granted  to 
the  defendant,  on  the  application  of  the  solicitor  of  Excise. 
The  defendant  executed  that  warrant,  and,  as  is  alleged, 
executed  it  improperly.  That  question  will  be  dealt  with  in 

(a)  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  sitting  in  Equity. 
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E^eh.  of  Fleas,  this  Court  in  the  same  manner  as  in  any  other  CouH.  It  is 

I8d0 

^  enoughi  if  the  subject  concern  the  revenue  and  the  admin*- 
siDDoir  istration  of  the  law  affecting  it.  In  the  case  of  the  Collect 
Bast.  tor  of  Bristol,  referred  to  in  Caiwthom  v.  Campbell^  this 
Court  ordered  th^  cause  to  be  tried  here;  though,  as  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Eyre  says,  the  King's  interest  was  not  directly 
touched,  but  it  was  incidental  to  the  cause,  whether  the  du« 
ties  were  or  were  not  to  be  paid.  In  the  present  case,  if 
the  question  were  merely  whether  this  was  or  was  not  a 
proper  arrest,  it  might  be  difficult  to  say,  how  the  King 
was  directly  interested ;  but,  as  the  arrest  was  under  Ex* 
chequer  process,  a  question  is  likely  to  arise,  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  or  was  not  liable  to  be  treated  in  the  manner 
complained  of,  and  such  question  appears  to  me  fit  to  be 
tried  in  this  Court,  where  questions  of  revenue  are  con- 
stantly decided. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  cause  ought 
to  be  removed.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  necessary  to 
advert  to  the  different  grounds  upon  which  this  privUege  is 
founded,  because  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  with- 
in the  fourth  class  of  persons  privileged,  according  to  the 
judgmentof  Lord  ChiefBaron  Eyre  in  thecaaeotCawiham 
V.  Campbell,  which  has  been  so  often  alluded  to  in  this 
discussion.  That  class  is,  "  where  one  is  an  officer  of  the 
Court,  or  attends  as  an  officer  of  the  Court; "  which  class 
has  very  properly  been  confined  by  Lord  Chief  Baron 
E^e,  to  officers  acting  in  the  execution  of  their  duty.  In 
my  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  it  is  only  necessary  to  con- 
sider whether  this  defendant  was  acting  in  the  execution 
of  his  duty  as  an  officer  of  the  Excise,  when  the  act  com- 
plained of  was  committed,  in  order  to  see  whether  he  is 
entitled  to  this  privilege,  and  to  call  for  the  interposition 
of  this  Court.  Now  the  facts  of  the  case  are  shortly 
these: — The  defendant,  who  is  an  officer  of  the  Excise, 


£ast£r  term,  11  GEO.  iv;  17^ 

makes  a  seizure,  upon  which  an  infonnation  is  filed  against  ^^*- ^^'•"'» 
the  plaintiff,  and,  asubpcena  having  been  issued,  which  the     s..,..^^!^ 
plaintiff  refused  to  obey,  an  attachment  is  sent  to  the  She-       Siddon 
riff,  to  take  the  plaintiff  into  custody,  for  his  contempt.         east. 
The  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  5S,  s.  9$,  directs  the  Sheriff  to 
grant  his  warrant  to  the  officer  selected  by  the  solicitor  of  the 
Excise,  and  the  officer  so  appointed  is  not  the  ofiicer  of  the 
Sheriff,  but  the  officer  of  the  Excise,  for  the  subsequent 
seetion  indenmifies  the  Sheriff  for  the  acts  of  such  officer. 
Under  this  statute,  and  by  the  direction  of  the  solicitor  of 
Excise,  the  Sheriff  granted  to  the  defendant  his  warrant, 
under  which  the  arrest  took  place,  and  in  consequence 
of  which  the  act  complained  of  was  committed.     I  cannot, 
therefore,  but  consider,  that  the  act  was  done  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  execution  of  his  office,  as  an  officer  of  the 
Excise*    The  defendant  therefore  is  entitled  to  this  privi- 
lege, upon  the  ground  stated  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Eyre, 
tied  up,  as  it  is,  to  something  done  in  the  execution  ofhi^ 
office. 

BoLLAMD,  B. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court,  on 
the  ground  stated  by-  my  brother  Vaughan*  I  should 
have  entertained  great  doubt,  if  the  officer  had  not  been 
connected  with  the  proceedings  by  the  authority  of  the 
solicitor  to  the  Excise,  whether  the  Crown  would  have 
been  so  far  interested  as  to  make  this  a  fit  case  to  call  up- 
on the  Court  to  remove  the  cause.  But  as  the  facts  appear 
on  the  affidavits,  I  entertain  no  doubt. 

Order  granted. 
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In  a  <;ountry 
cause,  where 
issue  is  joined 
in  MUhaelmaa 
Term,  and  the 
plaintiff  does 
not  proceed  to 
trial  at  the  As- 
sises after  Hi* 
lory  Term,  the 
defendant  may, 
in  Batter  Term, 
move  for  Judg* 
roent  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit. 


Crowley  v.  Dean. 

In  Miehaebnas  Term  last,  ksue  was  joined  in  this,  which 
was  a  country  cause.  No  notice  of  trial  was  giren.  In 
this  Temit  a  rule  for  judgment  ais  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  was 
obtained  by  Cresmoell,  against  which 

Sir  WilUam  Owen  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that 
the  application  was  premature.  He  cited  Ticbfs  Prac- 
tice (a),  where  it  is  said,  that  '*  in  a  country  cause,  where 
notice  of  trial  is  giyen  for  the  Assisies,  the  defendant  may 
move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit;  but  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  Jbound  to  give  notice  of  trial,  till  the  Term  suc^ 
ceeding  that  in  which  issue  is  joined;  and  if  he  do  not, 
the  defendant  cannot  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit,  till  after  the  next  Assizes; "  and  insisted  that  the 
word  '^  nextt"  must  be  understood  to  mean  the  second  Ab-> 
sizes  after  the  issue  was  joined ;  for,  otherwise,  that  word 
would  be  superfluous,  as  the  defendant  could  not  move 
before  the  next  Term  foHowihg  the  first  Assizes.  He  reli- 
ed also  upon  the  case  of  Spiers  v.  Parker  (ft),  in  which^ 
under  the  like  circumstances^  a  similar  rule  had  been  aban<' 
doned;  and  urged,  that  the  rule  of  Court,  Easter  Termi 
18S4  (c),  left  the  question  untouched. 


Cresswettf  contra. — The  pbuntiff  is  not  bound  to  prO" 


(fl)  2  Tidd,  764. 

{b)  In  that  case,  issue  was  join- 
ed in  a  country  cause  in  Trinity 
TeriDy  but  no  notice  of  trial  was 
given.  In  Hilary  Term,  KeUy  ob- 
tained a  rule  for  judgment  as  in 
case  of  a  nonsuit. 

Sir  William  Owen,  who  shewed 
cause  against  this  rule,  objected 
that  the  motion  was  premature,  no 


notice  of  trial  having  been  given, 
and  the  plaintiff  not  being  bound 
to  try  until  the  Assizes  next  after 
the  second  Term  after  the  issue 
had  been  joined. 

Upon  this  objection,  KeUy  aban- 
doned his  motion,  and  the  rule  was 
discharged. 

(c)  M'Clel.  708. 
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ceed  to  trial  at  the  Assizes  next  after  the  Term  in  which  Exeh.  of  Pieaw, 

1830 

the  issue  is  joined;  upon  which  ground  this  case  ie  distin- 
guishable from  that  of  Spiers  ▼.  Parker.  The  decision  in 
tiiat  case  was  strictly  conformable  ta  the  practice  of  the 
Court;  but  here,  two  Terins  elapsed  before  the  Assizes,  and 
the  phdntifi*  is  guilty  of  a  de&iilt  in  not  taking  down  the 
cause  for  trial.  In  substance,  the  rule  of  Court  directs 
that  no  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  shall  be 
granted  in  the  next  Term  after  issue  joined,  unless  notice 
€if  trial  be  given,  which  implies  an  affirmative  that  such  a 
mle  may  be  moved  in  the  third  Term,  where  the  Assizes 
do  not  occur  next  after  the  Term  in  which  issue  is  joined. 

Per  Cur. — ^Where  there  are  iio  cases  which  bear  ex- 
presdy  upon  the  point  before  the  Court,  we  must  look  to 
the  terms  of  the  statute  upon  which  this  application  is 
founded.  The  statute  directs,  thai  where  any  issue  is  join* 
ed,  and  the  plaintiff  shall  not  bring  such  issue  to  trial  ac« 
eording  to  the  course  and  practice  of  tlie  Court,  it  shall 
be  lawful,  upon  motion,  to  give  the  like  judgment  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit  (a).  By  the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  plain- 
tiff must  proceed  to  trial  at  the  Assizes  next  after  the  Term 
socceeding  that  in  which  the  issue  is  joined;  and  therefore 
the  plaintiff  has  here  been  guilty  of  a  default.  In  the  case 
refierred  to  the  issue  was  joined  in  an  issimble  Term,  and 
therefore  that  rule  was  very  properly  abandoned,  because 
in  that  event  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  proceed  to 
trial  at  the  next  Assizes* 

The  rule  was  ultimately  discharged  upon  a  peremp- 
tory undertaking. 

(a)  14  Geo.  2,  c.  17,  s.  1. 
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Exch,  of  Pieas, 
1830. 

Brown  r.  Windsor. 

In  1803,  the  C^ASE.  The Jirst  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that 
tl^tlt  ^"""^  whereas  the  plaintiff  before  and  at  the  time  when,  &c. 
against  the  pine  ^^s,  and  from  thence  hitherto  had  been,  and  then  was, 

end  wall  of  the     ,       ^  „  ^  ,      .n.        i 

defendant's  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  messuage  or  dweUing-house, 

miMion.  ^  In'"  situate  &c.,  belonging  to,  and  supporting  which  said  meS" 

fendant^m/di  ^^8^  ^  dwelUng-house,  before,  and  at  the  time  when  &c., 

an  excavation  in  there  Were  Certain  foundations,  which  the  plaintiff  had  en- 

unskiifuiman-  joycd,  and  was  then  enjoying,  and  then  ought  to  enjoy, 

land.' new  t^"  *^'  ''^®  support  of  the  mcssuage  or  dwelling-house,  without 

his  pine  end  the  hindrance   or  disturbance  of  the  defendant,  or  any 

wall,  by  which  i  n      •»  iii*oi. 

he  weakened  Other  person ;  yet  the  defendant,  well  knowing  &c.,  but 
t!!!ii!*and?^n-  Contriving  and  intending  &c.,  to  deprive  the  pkintiffof 
j^red*th^"hiM^  the  use,  benefit,  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  foundations, 
of  the  pUintiff:  and  to  disturb  him  in  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  said 
iiaion  on  the  dwelling-house,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  wrongfully  and  injuriously 
uanabie'iS'thls  ^^8  *"^  made,  and  caused  and  procured  to  be  dug  and 
Injury.  made,  a  certain  excavation  in  the  earth,  near  to  the  said 

Declaration       ^  .  .  ^      «.        i 

alleged,  that  the  foundation .  of  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  by 
possessedTofa  means  and  by  reason  whereof  the  ground  and  soil  under 
messuage  kc,    ^j^^  g^jj  foundations,  and  upon  which  the  said  foundations 

belonging  to  '  r 

and  supporting  rested,  then  and  there  became  and  were  loosened,  weak- 
were  certain  eucd,  and  disturbed ;  and  part  of  the  said  ground  and  soil, 
whi"cMhepiain-  ^Y  ^^^o^  <>(  the  Said  czcavadon,  forced  itself  from  beneath 
tiff  had  enjoyed,  the  Said  foundations,  and  fell  into  the  said  excavation;  and 

&c.,  and  ought,       i  '  i  ,  i  i     ■■ 

&C.,  to  enjoy,  whereby,  also,  the  said  foundations  were  then  and  there 
it  appear^'      Weakened  and  disturbed,  and  then  and  there  failed  and 

w  "oni*  cnSded  S*^®  ^^^^  ^^^  ?'^^  *  Certain  wall  forming  part  of  the  said 
to  an  easement  dwelling-housc  of  the  Said  plaintiff  then  and  there  also 
tions  which  be-  was  lowered  and  sunk.  The  count  then  proceeded  to  state 
defendant!—  consequential  damage  to  the  plaintiff*s  dweUing-house. 
Hetd,  no  Tari-  The  second  count  stated  the  possession  of  the  dwelling- 
house,  the  right  to  and  enjoyment  of  the  foundations,  and 
the  wrongful  and  injurious  act  of  digging  the  excavation. 


ance. 
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in  the  same  terms  as  in  the  first  comit,  but  stated  the  cause  ^^\^J'^''' 
of  the  sinking  of  the  wall  more  simply  arid  the  special     v«_.^Jl.^ 
damage  less  in  detail.  Brown 

.    The  third  count  was  similar  to  the  others,  except,  in      Windsor. 
stating  that  the  excavation,  from  which  the  injury  arose, 
was  carelessly  and  unskilfully' made  and  dug,  instead  of 
wrongfully  and  injuriously,  as  in  the  two  former  counts. 
Plea — Not  guilty. 

.    At  the  trial,  before  Goulbum^  J.,  at  the  last  Great  Ses- 
sions for  the  county  of  Cardigan^  it  appeared,  that  the 
plaintiff's  house  was  built  in  the  year  1803,  against  and 
mipported  by  the  pine  end  wall  of  the  defendant's  house, 
which  was  a  much  older  building.     Permission  to  build  in 
this  manner  had  been  asked  from  Dr.  Bowen,  the  then 
owner  of  the  defendant's  house,  who  at  first  refused,  but 
subsequently  gave  the  plaintiff  permission  to  build  upon  his 
pine  end  wall.     The  defendant  made  an  excavation  in  his 
own  land,  near  the  pine  end  wall,  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing a  cellar,  which  caused  a  sinking  of  the  pine  end  wall, 
and  thereby  injured  the  plaintiff's  house,  which  rested 
against  the  pine  end  wall.     The  excavation,  soon  after  its 
commencement,  might  have  been  seen  by  any  person  pass- 
ing along  the  street  where  these  premises  were  situate. 
Upon  these  facts,  the  defendant's  counsel  contended,  that 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited ;  because  there  was 
a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the  evidence,  it 
being  alleged,  as  he  insisted,  in  every  count,  not  only  that 
the  dwelling-house  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  but 
substantially  that  the  foundations  of  the  dwelling-house 
also  belonged  to  him ;  whereas  the  evidence  proved  that 
the  foundations  belonged  to  the  defendant  and  not  to 
the  plaintiff.     The  learned  Judge  over-ruled  the  objec- 
tion, observing  that  the  allegation  seemed  to  him  framed 
with  remarkable  propriety  to  suit  the  facts  of  the  case. 
The  defendant's  counsel  then  insisted   that  the  action 
would  not  lie,  upon  the  principle  laid  down  in  Peyton 
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^**i^^''*''  V.  TheMayorof  JLoacfoii(a);  but  the  learned  Judge  over^ 

V     \*  ^     ruled  this  objection  also,  thinking  that  case  quite  dis^ 

BRowjf        tinguishable  from  the  present     Upon  the  latter  ground^ 

WiMDsoK.      he  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  Jury  to  say,  whether  the 

excavation  was  the  cause  of  the  injui^  to  the  defendant's 

pine  end  wall,  and  consequentially  to  the  walloftheplain* 

tiff's  house;  and>  if  they  were  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative^ 

be  desired  them  to  inform  him  if  the  work  was  carried. on 

with  that  skill  and  care  which  every  man  is  bound  to  ex-* 

ercise  when  doing  an  act  which  may  injure  his  neighbour* 

The  Jury  found,  that  the  excavation  was  the  cause  of  the 

injury,  and  that  the  work  was  carried  on  in  a  careless  and 

unskilful  manner,  and  gave  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  with 

50/.  damages* 

Sir  William  Owen  having  obtained  a  rule  itijt  to  enter 
a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  objections  made  at  the 
trial — 

Rmsellf  Serjt.,  and  £.  F.  fVilliamSf  now  shewed  cause. 
— There  is  no  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the 
^idence.  The  counts  state  that  the  plaintiff  was  possess* 
ed  of  a  house,  belonging  to  and  supporting  which  there 
were  certain  foundations,  which  the  plaintiff  had  enjoyed, 
and  had  a  right  to  enjoy.  Every  house  must  have  foun* 
dations  belonging  to  and  supporting  it;  and  the  allegation 
is,  not  that  the  foundations  belonged  to  the  plaintiff^  but 
that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  of  easement  in  them.  As  to 
the  other  point,  it  is  a  most  alarming  proposition,  that  a 
man  may  excavate  in  so  careless  a  way  as  to  injure  his 
neighbour,  and  yet  that  no  action  will  lie.  The  facts  found 
by  the  Jury  compel  the  other  side  to  go  to  this  extent, 
and,  for  that  purpose,  they  rely  on  Peyton  v.  The  Mayor 

(fl)  9  B.  &  C.  725. 
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cf  London.    That  case  affords  no  authority  for  such  a  po-  &rrA.  of  puats 
sition.    There,  if  the  plamtiff  had  shored  up  his  house  ^ 

sufficiently,  no  damage  would  have  occurred;  and  Lord  Brown 
Tenierden  was  of  opinion  that  the  injury  was  not  occasion-  Windsok 
ed  by  any  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  More* 
over,  in  that  case  there  was  neither  aUegation  nor  proof  of 
any  right  in  the  plaintiff  to  have  his  house  supported  by 
that  of  the  defendant;  whereas,  in  the  present  case,  the 
easement  is  expressly  averred,  and  the  evidence  of  twenty-* 
seven  years*  enjoyment  is  sufficient  to  establish  that  ease** 
ment  either  by  grant  or  licence.  By  the  principles  of  the 
common  law,  and  by  authorities  which  have  never  been 
questioned,  the  right  of  action  under  such  circumstances, 
is  clearly  established.  The  well-known  maxim  of  law  is, 
de  Miter e  iuo  ut  aUenum  non  kedas;  upon  the  application 
of  which  to  a  case  like  the  present  there  are  many  autho- 
rities. Thus,  in  Comyns's  Digest,  Action  on  the  Case  for 
Nuisance  (A),  it  is  said,  "  that  if  a  man  dig  a  pit  in  his  land, 
so  near  that  my  land  falls  into  the  pit,  an  action  qu  the 
case  lies.*'  So,  in  Slingsby  v.  Barnard  (a),  where  the  de-; 
fendant  dug  a  cellar  so  near  the  plaintiff's  house,  that  he 
undermined  it,  by  reason  whereof  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
house  fell;  and  again,  in  Roberts  v.  Read{b),  where  survey* 
ors  of  highways  dug  so  near  the  plaintiff  s  wall,  that  they 
injured  it; — the  same  principle  wasrecognised  and  adopted. 
Every  objection  which  can  be  made  in  the  present  case 
arose,  and  was  on  the  record  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Mar- 
tin {e);  and  yet  Saunders,  who  was  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffin  error  in  that  case,  never  thought  of  taking  an  ob^ 
jection  on  the  ground  now  taken.  These  cases  and  prin- 
ciples are  quite  familiar,  and  are  conclusive  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  present  action. 

Sir  WiUiam  Owen,  and  John  Evans,  in  support  of  the 

{fi)  1  lloil.430.  (6)  16  East,  21d.  (<*)  2  Saiind.  394. 
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^'^\K/^^^*  rule. — ^The  aveiment,  that  the  foundations  belong  to  the 

v,..,.^^..!^     dwelling-house,  which  is  laid  to  be  the  plaintiff's,  ampunts 

Brown       to  a  substantial  averment  that  such  foundations  are  part 

mm 

W1MD8OB.      of  ^^^  dwelling-house  and  belong  to  the  plaintiff.    These 
foundations  were  proved  to  belong  to  the  defendant;  upon 
which  ground,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited. 
But  independently  of  this  point  the  defendant  is  not  liable. 
Admitting  that  the  excavation  was  carried  on  in  an  un- 
skilful and  careless  manner,  still  the  plaintiff  cannot  reco- 
ver; for,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  Court  o(  King's 
Bench,  in  Peyton  v.  The  Mayor  of  London,  it  was.  the 
duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  protect  himself  by  shoring  up  his 
house,  and,  having  omitted  to  do  so,  he  is  in  fault,  and  can- 
not recover,  even  though  the  defendant  may  not  himself  be 
*free  from  blame*    The  work  was  notorious  and  must  have 
been  known  to  the  plaintiff,  who  therefore  cannot  allege 
that  he  was  ignorant  of  what  might  probably  be  the. con- 
sequence of  the  plaintiff's  act,  and  cannot  recover  upon 
that  ground,  even  though  the  declaration  had  proceeded 
upon  a  want  of  notice.    It  is  not  in  every  case  where  a  man 
sustains  damage  that  an  action  may  be  maintained  against 
the  party  causing  it.     An  action  does  not  lie  for  an  act  not 
prohibited  by  law,  though  it  be  to  the  damage  of  the  par- 
ty (a).  Rex  V.  The  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  Pagham  (6). 
Thus,  it  is  laid  down  (c),  that  **  an  action  does  not  lie  for 
an  act  not  prohibited  by  law,  though  it  be  to  the  damage  of 
the  party ;  as,  if  a  lessee  at  will  by  negb'gence  bum  hia 
house,  an  action  upon  the  case  does  not  lie,  for  the  law  does 
not  punish  him  for  permissive  waste."    The  present  cannot 
be  said  to  be  a  wrongful  act,  when  it  has  been  decided,  in 
Peyton  v.  The  Mayor  of  London,  that  a  neighbour  may 
pull  down  his  wall  altogether  without  being  liable  to  an 
action.     Smith  v.  Martin,  SUngsby  v.  Barnard,  and  the 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  Action  an  the  cote,  (B  3). 
(6)  8  B.  &  C.  355 ;  S.C.2  M.  &  R.  468.        (c)  Com.  Dig.  ubi  ntpra. 
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9, 


EASTER  TERM.  11  GEO.  IV.  ^^ 

Other  cases  referred  to,  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  ^^\^^^* 
the  present;  because,  in  those  cases,  the  injury  directly 
affected  the  land  of  the  neighbour.     In  Smith  v.  Martin^ 
the  land  of  the  plaintiff  fell  into  the  pit  dug  by  the  defend*      Windsor. 
ant,  and  the  same  in  Slingsby  v.  Barnard.    In  the  pre- 
sent case,  had  there  been  no  easement,  no  injury  would 
have  been  sustidned.     The  act  did  not  extend  to  the  plain- 
tiff's land,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff^s  right  of  action 
must  depend  entirely  upon  the  nature  of  the  easement. 
Now,  unless  it  can  be  contended,  that,  where  a  licence  to 
build  against  the  wall  of  another  is  once  granted,  the 
grantor  is  for  ever  incapacitated  from  using  that  wall,  so 
as  to  affect  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement,  and  that  the 
grantee  is  not  bound  to  protect  himself  from  any  conse- 
quences which  may  ensue  from  alterations  made  by  the 
grantor,  even  where  they  are  notorious,  the  present  ac- 
tion cannot  be  maintained.    Here,  it  was  not  even  left 
to  the  Jury  to  say,  whether  the  plaintiff  might  not  have  pro- 
tected his  wall  by  propping.  Pomfret  v.  Bicroft  (a),  Tay* 
lor  V.  Whitehead  (6),  and  BuUard  v.  Harrison  (c),  shew 
that,  if,  by  want  of  repair,  the  defendant  had  allowed  his 
wall  to  be  weakened,  and  the  injury  to  the  plaintifi^s  wall 
had  happened  in  consequence,  the  defendant  would  not 
have  been  liable.     The  argument  on  the  other  side  would 
go  the  length  of  shewing,  that,  where  such  a  licence  as  the 
present  has  once  been  given,  the  owner  can  never  remove 
his  property,  but  is  for  ever  debarred  from  doing  any  act 
on  his  own  property  which  may  at  all  affect  the  enjoyment 
of  the  easement.     Such  a  doctrine  would  throw  on  the 
owner,  were  he  ever  to  make  any  alteration,  the  responsi- 
bility of  taking  care  of  his  neighbour's  premises,  which  it  is 
much  more  convenient  should  lie  on  the  owner  of  those 
premises,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  Court  o{  King's 
Bench  in  the  case  of  Peyton  v.  The  Mayor  o{  London. 

(«)  1  Saimd.  821.  (A)  2  Doug.  745.  (c)  4  M.  &  S.  387. 
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Mtdt.  of  iHtMf  Garrow,  B. — This  was  an  action  on  the  case«  tried  Jit» 
->  the  Great  Sessions  fcnr  the  county  of  Cardigan^  in  which. 
Brown  the  plamtiff  recovered  a  verdict,  and  the  motion  now  be- 
Windsor!  ^'^  ^^  Court  is  to  set  aside  that  verdict  and  enter  a  non- 
suit, or  for  a  new  trial.  It  has  been  argued  that  the  plain* 
tiff  should  have  been  nonsuited,  <hi  a  supposed  variance; 
but  that  argument  is  founded  on  a  mistake  as  to  the  terms 
of  the  declaration.  If  die  allegation  were,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  possessed  of  the  house  and  foundations,  there  might 
be  something  in  the  objection;  but  the  allegation  is  merely 
diat  he  was  possessed  of  a  house  to  which  certain  founda- 
tions belonged.  Upon  the  other  question  it  appears^  that 
Dr«  Bawen  was  the  owner  of  the  defendant's  house  in  1803«. 
He  might  have  said  to  the  plaintiff,  when  he  began  to  build 
his  house,  "  you  shall  not  touch  my  wall,  you  must  build 
foundations  for  your  own  house ;  '*  and  he  seems  to  have 
done  this  in  the  first  instance.  .  The  plaintiff  then  paused 
for  a  time,  and  did  not  proceed  till  he  subsequently  ob-* 
tained  permission  from  Dr.  JBoto^n,  to  build  against  hi/s 
pine  end  wall.  When  such  an  easement  is  given,  the  own- 
er of  the  premises  can  only  use  his  rights  subject  to 
such  easement.  Thus,  if  the  owner  of  Whiteacre  grant  a 
right  of  way  over  Whiteacre  to  Blackacre,  he  cannot  after- 
warda  use  his  right  of  soil  on  Whiteacre,  so  as,  by  building 
or  otherwise,  to  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  ease** 
ment  he  has  granted.  In  the  present  case,  there  has  been 
an  acquiescence  since  the  year  1803,  and  I  am  therefore- 
of  opinion  that  the  allegation  as  to  the  easement  was 
made  out  by  the  evidence,  I  am  not  distressed  by  the 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Peyton  v.  The  Mayor  of  London. 
It  was  held  there,  that,  on  that  declaration,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover,  because  the  want  of  notice  was  not  al- 
leged, and  because  the  plaintiff  neither  alleged  nor  prov- 
ed any  right  to  have  his  wall  supported  by  that  of  the  de« 
fendant.  It  is  said,  that,  by^  the  principles  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  adjudged  cases,  a  party  may  deal  as  he 
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iileases  with -his  own  property;  but  I  must  add  to  that  pro-  Exeh,  of  Pfeon 

1830 

positioiii  that  he  must  so  deal  with  it  that  he  work  no  in*  '  ^ 

jury  to  his  neighbour.  If,  after  acquiescing  twenty-seven  Brown 
years  in  such  an  easement  as  the  present,  the  defendant  wimdioiL. 
makes  a  trench  so  as  to  injure  his  own  pine  end  wall,  and 
consequentially  his  neighbour's  property,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  he  is  liable  for  such  injury.  There  may  be  cases, 
where  a  man,  altering  his  own  premises,  cannot  support 
his  neighbour's,  and  the  support  if  necessary  must  be  sup*" 
plied  elsewhere.  In  such  case,  he  must  give  notice,  and 
then,  if  any  injury  occur,  it  would  not  be  occasioned  by 
the  party  pulling  down,  hvA  by  the  other  party  neglect* 
iflg  to  take  due  precaution. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  nor 
foundation  for  either  of  the  objections  which  have  been 
taken.  As  to  the  variance,  when  the  evidence  is-  adverted  to, 
it  is  exactly  in  confomuty  with  the  declaration,  which  avers, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  messuage,  belonging  to 
which  ivere  certain  foundations  which  he  had  been  used 
to  enjoy,  and  had  a  xight  to  enjoy,  4ind  that  the  defendant^ 
intending  to  deprive  him  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  founda«< 
tions,  did  the  acts  complained  of.  The  argument  is,  that 
this  was  a  substantial  averment  that  the  foundations  be« 
longed  to  the  plaintiff,  whereas,  it  was  proved,  that  they 
))elonged  to  the  defendant.  This  is  not  an  averment  of 
property  in  the  foundations,  but  of  an  easement;  and  the 
expression  will  bear  no  other  construction. 

As  to  the  other  objection,  if  a  party  grant  an  ease- 
ment like  the  present,  and  then  act  so  that  it  cannot  be 
enjoyed,  an  action  lies.  The  law  laid  down  at  the  trial  by 
the  learned  Judge  appears  to  have  been  perfectly  correct. 
It  b  argued  to  be  incorrect,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  op- 
posed to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Petftott  v.  The  Mayot* 
of  London^  but  there  is  no  resemblance  between  that  case 
and  the  present.     In  that  case,  the  defendant  was  charged 


V. 

Windsor. 
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jEjtA.  of  PUaSf  ^ith  taking  down  his  own  house  without'  using  proper 
1830.  ^     precautions  to  protect  that  of  the  plaintiff*    The  qiies- 
Brown        tion  there  was/ whether  the  mere  circumstance  of  hav* 
ing  a  house  next  to  that  of  the  defendant,  gave  to  the 
plaintiff  a  right  to  complain^  if  the  defendant  pulled  down 
his  house,  without  protecting  that  of  the  plaintiff  by  shor- 
ing.   No  easement  was  either  alleged  or  proved  there. 
And  Lord  Tenierden's  judgment  shews  what  he  would  have 
thought  if  such  had  been  the  case,  as  he  expressly  decides 
on  that  point;  for  he  says : — *'  The  declaration  in  this  case 
does  not  allege  as  a  fact,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  have  their  house  supported  by  the  defendant's  house, 
nor  does  it,  in  our  opinion,  contain  any  allegation  from 
which  a  title  to  such  support  can  be  inferred  as  a  matter 
of  law  (a)."    In  the  present  caise,  however,'the  declaration 
is  so  framed,  and  contains  allegations  of  such  right.    The 
proof  of  such  easement  in  this  case  is  not  merely  presump- 
tive from  the  enjoyment,  but  there  is  actual  proof  of  a 
permission,  and  that  after  a  prior  refusal.    The  case  of 
Peyton  v.  The  Mayor  of  London  is,  therefore,  clearly  dis- 
^guishable  from   this.      SUngsby  V.  Barnard  is,  how- 
ever, directly  in  point.    This  is  said  not  to  be  a  wrongful 
act,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is' a  wrongful  act  to  injure 
the  property  of  a  neighbour  in  the  manner  proved.     The 
Jury  have  found  that  the  excavation  was  the  cause  of 
the  injury,  and  they  have  found  that  the  work  was  done 
so  carelessly  as  to  occasion  the  damage.     This  action 
therefore  appears  to  me  to  be  maintainable.     The  declara- 
tion shews  an  easement  and  a  wrong  to  that  easement. 
The  plaintiff  has  proved  all  that  he  has  alleged,  and  he  is 
entitled  to  recover  secundum  allegata  et  probata. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  on 
both  points;  and  as  my  learned  brothers  have  gone  so  fully 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  735. 
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into  the  reasons  of  our  judgment,  it  vrould  be  a  useless  Faeh.  rf  Pieag,- 
consumption  of  time  for  me  to  go  exactly  over  the  same 
ground.  I  will  therefore  confine  my  observations  to  a 
point  raised  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant.  It  was  urg- 
ed by  them,  that  the  work  done  by  the  defendant  was  no-, 
torious  and  well  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and.  therefore  that* 
he,  by  not  interfering,  must  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced. 
That  argument  however  does  not  apply  to. the  present 
case;  for  the  defendant  might  have  said,  I  cannot  object 
to  what  is  doing,  because  I  must  suppose  that  it  will  be. 
done  with  skill  and  care.  Al^ough,  therefore,  it  might  be 
notorious  that  the  work  was  going  on,  and  although  the. 
plaintiflf  might  know  that  fact,  still  he  could  not  calculate, 
on  the  want  of  skill  which  the  Jury  have  found  here.  If 
the  work  had. been  of  such  a  nature  as  necessarily  to  have 
occasioned  an  injury,  there  might  have  been  something  in 
this  argument,  for  then  the  plaintiff  might  apply  to  Chan* 
cerjf,  or  otherwise  interfere,  to  stop  the  work,  or.  in  some 
instances  might  perhaps  protect  himself  by  shoring.  It  is 
hpweyer  unnecessary  to  express,  an  opinion  upon  a  point 
which  does  not  arise  in  this  case ;  and  I  concur  with  the 
rest  of  the  Court  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Symoiids  0.  Page. 

JlO  an  action  of  ejectment  on  the  demise  of  the  plaintiff,  Tbecosti  of  in 
the  defendant  appeared  and  pleaded,  but  at  the  Assizes  teKcoTCTedTiii 
withdrew  his  plea,  under  a  Judge's  order,  undertaking  to  "  *^^^  ^ 
deliver  immediate  possession  to  the  plaintiff.    The  plaintiff  thongh  the  de- 
entered  up  judgment,  but  no  costs  were  taxed  by  the  Mas-  peand  and 
ter,  and  the  plaintiff  did  not  apply  to  the  Court  to  have  his  L^^eniu  imd 
costs  taxed,  but  brought  an  action  of  trespass  for  the  mesne  ^  <»^  ^^ 
profits,  in  which  the  defendant  suffered  judgment  by  de- 
fault.  On  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  enquiry  upon  this  last 
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^<*'^'*'*«'»  Bientianed  judgment,  the  Jury  iaduded  in  their  verdict 

the  sum  of  50/.  for  die  costs  of  the  ejectment. 

Fotteit  had.  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  this  inquisition^ 
on  the  ground  that  these  costs  ought  not  to  have  been  in- 
eluded^  against  which — 

Tavntan  now  shewed  cause. — Costs  are  incidental  to 
a  judgment,  and  the  general  rule  is,  that,  in  an  action 
for  mesne  profits,  the  costs  of  recovering  the  possession 
may  be  included  as  part  of  the  damages.    There  is 
no  legal  or  formal  impediment  in  this  case  to  prevent  the 
applicatbn  of  this  general  rule.    In  Brooke  v.  Bridget  (a), 
the  defendant  had  paid  the  taxed  costs  upon  the  judgment 
in  ejectment,  and  the  plaintiff  before  the  SherifTs  Jury 
claimed  the  extra  costs,  which  the  Under-sheriff  directed 
the  Jury  to  give ;  but  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  dissallow- 
ed  the  extra  costs,  proceeding  upon  the  distinction  in  Doe 
V.  Davis  (i).     In  that  case.  Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  where 
there  was  a  judgment  by  default  in  such  case,  the  plaintiff 
might  in  this  action  go  into  evidence  and  recover  the  costs 
of  such  judgment,  as  well  as  the  mesne  profits  of  the  es* 
tate;  but  where  the  ejectment  had  been  defended,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  recovered  and  taxed  his  costs,  he  could  not 
recover  above  bis  taxed  cost3*    In  Brooke  v.  Bridges,  it 
was  a  mere  experiment  by  the  plaintiff  to  get  extra  costs; 
and  the  expression  of  Lord  Kenyon  in  Doe  v.  Davis  does 
not  mean,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  costs  in  the  action 
for  mesne  profits,  where  the  ejectment  has  been  defended, 
but  merely,  that  where  the  costs  have  been  taxed,  he  can- 
not recover  above  the  taxed  costs.     But  the  case  of  AToio- 
ett  V,  Roake  (e),  though  distinguishable  in  circumstances, 
is  expressly  applicable  on  principle.     On  the  judgment  of 
reversal  in  error,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  costs;  and, 
therefore,  there  could  have  been  no  taxation.    In  an  ac- 

(«)  r  Moore,  471.  (fr)  t  Esp.  358.  (c)  7  B.&C.  404. 
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fibn  for  mesne  profits,  the  Jury,  under  the  dir^tion  of  the  ^BxtA.  9fP^^^* 
teamed  Judge  iriio  tried  the  cause,  gave  the  costs  in  error 
As  between  attorney  and  client.  Upon  a  motion  for  a  new 
triali  Lord  Tenierden  said, ''  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  s 
Court  of  error  could  not  award  costs  to  the  plaintiff.  B^t 
ihe  expenses  incurred  in  the  Court  of  error  were  part  of 
the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff"  by  reason  of  his  hay- 
ing been  wrongfully  kept  out  of  possession  by  the  act  of  the 
defendant;  and  I  think  that  the  Jury  might  reasonably 
coiisider  the  costs  between  attorney  and  cHent  as  the  mea* 
liure  of  the  damages  he  had  sustained.*' 

FcUeii,  eotUra. — The  general  rule  is,  that  if  there  be 
judgment  Against  the  casual  ejector,  the  costs  may  be  reco- 
vered in  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  but  if  the  ejectment 
be  defended,  the  costs  are  costs  in  the  cause,  and  cannot  be 
recoyered  in  the  action  for  mesne  profits  (a)*    In  Doe  y« 
Davis,  it  was  decided,  that,  in  trespass  for  the  mesne  pro- 
fits, if  the  ejectment  was  regularly  defended,  the  plaintiff* 
could  go  for  no  costs  of  it,  for  they  must  be  supposed  to 
be  paid  in  .the  costs  of  that  action;  although  it  is  other* 
wise  if  there  had  been  judgment  by  default  against  the 
casual  ejector.    Lord  Kenyan*s  expression,  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  recover  above  his  taxed  costs,  does  not  mean 
that  he  could  recover  those,  which  is  shewn  by  the  result, 
as  the  plaintiff  only  recovered  one  shilling  (6).    In  Brooie 
v.  Bridges,  the  same  distinction  was  taken.  In  the  present 
ease  the  costs  never  were  taxed  by  the  officer  of  the  Court, 
and  the  Jury  are  not  the  proper  persons  to  tax  them.    In 
Nowett  V.  Roake,  the  costs  could  only  be  recovered  in  an 
action  for  mesne  profits.    AH  the  cases  establish  the  dis^ 

(•)  B.  N.  P.  86.  for  the  extra  costs  of  the  ejectment 
(6)  It  seems  probable  that  the  as  well  as  for  the  value  of  the  pre- 
taxed  costs  had  been  paid  in  this  mises,  making  no  claim  for  the  tax- 
case,  as  Erskinef  in  his  opening  ed  costs. 
for  the  plaintiff,  stated  that  he  went 
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ISM.  of  PUat,  tinction  contended  for,  and  there  are  no  decisions  or  dieia 

to  shew  that  costs  can  be  recovered  in  an  action  for  mesne 
profits  where  the  party  has  appeared  to  and  defended  the. 
ejectment. 

Alexander,  L.  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me,  that  this  rule 
must  be  discharged*  .  The  result  of  the  cases  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  may  recover  in  this  form  of  action  the  costs  of  the 
action  of  ejectment;  and  I  think  the  judgment  of  Lord 
Kentfon  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Davis  is  not  fairly  stated, 
when  it  is  said,  that  the  language  of  that  learned  Judge 
shews  that  the  costs  cannot  be  recovered  unless  they  are 
taxed.  What  he  says  is,  that  if  the  costs  are  taxed,  they 
may  be  recovered  in  this  form  of  action.  That  is  the  fair 
inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  language  of  that  learned 
Judge;  and  his  objection  is  to  the  recovery  of  the  extra 
costs.  It  certainly  would  be  more  convenient,  that  in  every 
case  the.  costs  should  be  taxed;  because  the  officer  of  the 
Court  is  a  much  better  Judge  of  what  should  be  allowed 
than  a  Jury.  But  the  result  of  the  cases  is,  that  the 
costs  of  the  ejectment  may  be  recovered  though  Aey  be 
not  taxed. 

Garrow,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. .  It  is  self  evi- 
dent, that,  where  the  merits  of  the  cause  are  ascertained, 
the  costs  should  be  taxed,  and  -obtained  in  the  most  expe- 
ditious manner;  but  if  they  are  not  so  obtained,  and  there 
is  another  mode  in  which  justice  may  be  done,  I  do  not 
see  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  recourse  to  that.  All 
that  is  established  in  the  cases  is,  that  Courts  of  justice  will 
not  encourage  a  course  which  leads  to  multiplicity  of  ac- 
tions, where  the  costs  may  be  recovered  in  a  summary  way, 
but  where  an  action  is  brought  for  the  mesne  profits,  there  is 
no  reason  why  an  item  for  the  costs  of  the  ejectment  should 
not  be  included.  I  find  it  impossible  to  distinguish  this 
case  in  principle  from  the  case  of  NoweU  v.  Roake,  which 
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has  been  cited,  and,  therefore,  think  that  this  rule  should  Exch.  of  Pleat, 
be  discharged. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  an 
application  to  set  aside  an  inquisition  which  was  executed 
before  the  Sheriff,  on  the  ground  that  the  costs  of  the  eject- 
ment ought  not  to  have  been  included*  It  is  laid  down 
broadly  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  that  where  the 
tenant  appears  to  defend  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  oikly 
r^nedy  for  the  plaintiff's  costs  is  on  the  judgment  in  eject-  * 
ment,  and  that  such  costs  cannot  be  recovered  in  an  action 
of  trespass  for  the  mesne  profits.  Had  any  decision  been 
brought  before  us  establishing  that  proposition,  I  should 
have  been  slow  to  disturb  it»  but,  I  ask,  where  b  the  au- 
thority for  such  a  position*  Two  cases  have  been  cited, 
to  support  the  argument  for  the  defendant.  The  language 
of  Lord  Kenyan,  in  Doe  ▼•  Davis^  does  not  appear  to  me 
to  warrant  the  inference  which  the  defendant's  counsel 
would  draw  from  it;  for  it  must  be  remembered  that  in 
that  action  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  his ''  extra  costs.*' 
Lord  Kenyan  there  lays  down,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot 
recoTcr  mare  than  his  taxed  costs;  tliereforCf  I  should  say 
that  he  thought  that  the  taxed,  but  not  the  extra  costs, 
might  be  recovered.  Brooke  v.  Bruges  was  an  attempt 
to  recover  the  extra  costs,  and  the  only  question  was,  whe- 
ther such  extra  costs  could  be  recovered.  The  Court 
would  not  have  decided  upon  this  narrow  ground,  if  the 
costs  of  the  ejectment  could  not  be  recovered  at  all  in  this 
form  of  action.  These  are  the  only  authorities  which  have 
been  cited  for  the  defendant;  but  the  case  of  Gulliver  v. 
Drinkwaier{a)  appears  to  me  to  be  an  authority  which  goes 
the  whole  length  of  the  proposition  contended  for  by  the 
plaintiff.  In  that  case,  there  was  a  recovery  in  ejectment, 
and  before  the  action  for  mesne  profits  had  been  brought, 

(a)2T.  R.261. 

VOL.  I*  ^  D 
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Each,  of  pieoh  the  ^efeti^nt  became  a  bankrupt.    Upon  a  writ  of  inquiry* 

in  the  action  for  mesne  profits,  the  Jury  did. not  inchide  in 
their  verdict  the  costs  of  the  ejectment.  On  a  motion  to 
set  aside  the. ipciuisition*  the  olitural  answer  would,  if  the 
defendant's  argument  be  correct,  have  been,  that  the  costs 
would  not  be  allowed  by  law;  but  the  Court  treated  it  as 
an  appliclttion  to  their  discretion,  and  refused  the  motion, 
because  the  Gosts  were  proveable  under  the  commission 
against,  the  defendant,  and  it  was  an  attempt  to  obtain,  iil 
an  oblique  way,  more  than  could  have  been  recovered  in  a 
dir^t  manner.  In  that  case,  Aikhursi,  J.,  said,  that  in 
many  instances,  in  actions  of  trespass  for  mesne  profits, 
th^  Jury  took  into  their  considieration  the  costs  incurred 
in  recovering  possessior^  by  ^ectment  Now,  it  is  clear, 
that,,  in  that  ciEise,  the  ejectment  had  been  defended. 
Nowell  V.  Roake  may  perhaps  be  distinguishable  from 
thist  because,  in  that  case,  the  costs  in .  error  could  not 
have  been  recovered  in  any! other  mode ;  hut,  that  case  is 
important  to  shew  the  latitude  of  the  principle  under  which, 
in  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  the  plaintiff  is  allowed  to 
recover  all  datnages.  fairly  resulting  from  his  having  been 
wrongfully  |cept  out  of  possession.  I  therefore  am  of  opin* 
ion,  that,,  in  discharging  this  rule,  we  contravene  no  au« 
thority,  but  act  in  conformity  with  the  decided  cases. 

Holland,  B. — In  the  c^se  of  GuUiver  v.  Drinhoa^ert 
it  is  clear  that  the  Court  thought  that  the  plaintiff  in  such 
a  case  might  legally  recover  the  costs  of  the  ejectment  ii| 
this  form  of  proceeding;  but  they  decided  the  case  upon 
the  principle,  that,  the  defendant  having  become  a  bank* 
rupt,  they  would  not  allow  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  that 
mode  of  proceeding  the  whole  of  the  costs,  when,  by  prov- 
ing under  the  commission,  a  part  only  could  have  been  ob- 
tained. Their  judgment  shews  that  they  thought  the  whol^ 
recoverable  in  point  of  law,  but  they  treated  the  motion  as 
an  application  to  their  discretion. 

Rule  discharged. 
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IzoD  V.  Lamb«  Bart. 
C/ ASE  against  the  Sheriff  of  Sussex  for  a  false  return  of  if*,  in  a  mar- 
nulla  bona.    Upon  the  trial,  before  Alexander ^  L.  C.  B.»  |„ent,  reciting 
at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  the  follow-  JenL^i'^lfe^"" 
ing  appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the  case :    By  indenture,  was  possessed  of 
dated  the  22nd  May,  1815,  between  M^iJeUage^  of  the  and  that  it  had 
first  part;  Anne  Innes,  of  the  second  part;  and  two  trus-  SJat  i^c^'she 
tees,  of  the  third  part ;  reciting,  that  a  marriage  was  to  |J^,'^^^i"i'[|lf 
be  solemnized  between  JiPNellage  and  Anne  Innes,  and  goods  and  such 
that  she  was  possessed  of,  amongst  other  things, ''  house-  be  b<mght  Ui^ 
hold  furniture,  bed  and  table  linen,  plate,  pictures,  and  "*"  ownTse/""' 
prints,  of  the  value  of  the  sum  of  1000/.,  or  thereabouts ;"  and  in  case  she 

'   ,  ,         should  die  be- 

and  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  in  case  she  survived  him»  fore  him,  that 
she  should  have  "  the  said  household  furniture,  bed  and  p^^'fjle^"'  * 
table  linen,  plate,  pictures,  and  prints,  or  whatever  of  S^f'^^^^^'J^fg' 
such  respective  articles  should,    during  her  coverturci  that  he  would 
be  bought  in  lieu  of  the  present  ones,  for  her  own  use  |he  goo^wi^th- 
and  benefit;  and  m  ease  she  should  die  before  him,  she  „? /ll'th^^tTe"' 
should  have  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  said  house-  would  purchase 

ii-i*.-  11         1111.1  .  -I    "®^  articles  in 

hold  furniture,  bed  and  table  bnen,  plate,  pictures,  and  iieu  of  those 
prints;"  it  was  witnessed  that  M^NeUage  did  covenant  bewornou/or 
with  the  trustees,  their  executors,  &c.,  that  he  should  di»po«ed  of.  that 

\  ,  '    u  she  survived 

not,    nor  would,    without    the    consent,  in  writing,    of  him  she  should 
Anne  Innes,  sell,  dispose  of,  or  destroy,  any  part  of  the  f<!rherov^ 
household  furniture,  bed  and  table  linen,  plate,  pictures,  ^j^^  ^^^^ 
and  prints,  which  then  did  or  should,  on  the  day  of  the  •he  should  dis- 
solemnization  of  the  marriage,  belong  to  her  or  to  him  in  suig'ect  to  his' 
her  right;  and  that,  upon  any  part  of  such  household  fur-  ^^"ll^l^^nt 
niture,  bed  and  table  linen,  plate,  pictures,  and  prints  be-  of  the  goods  was 

/  '  *^  11,  11  madetothetrus- 

ing  disposed  of  or  worn  out  during  his  life,  he  would  pur*  tees.   N.  and 
chase  new  or  other  articles  of  the  like  nature,  and  of  the  ter'theiTmar- ' 
same  value ;  and  in  case  she  should  survive  him, .  that  she  ^^'^  ^^  ^^ 

to  P.,  as  a  year- 
ly tenant  :—fl#i!(l,  first,  that  the  goods  were,  notwithstanding  the  settlement,  the  property  of  ^., 
and  night  ba  feised  under  a  /Lftu  against  him ;  but,  fecmuUy,  that  they  eoidd  npt  be  seised  for  his 
debt  during  the  continuance  of  the  demise  to  P. 
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Bjtck,  of  Ph€u,  should  have  all  the  household  furniture,  bed  and  -table 
1B«K) 

linen,  plate,  pictures,  and  prints  which  then  did,  or,  on 

the  solemnization  of  the  marriage,  should  belong  to  her  or 
to  him  in  her  right,  and  other  the  articles,  in  like  manner, 
which,  during  the  continuance  of  the  marriage,  should  be 
purchased  in  lieu  thereof;  and  further,  in  case  she  shoidd 
survive  him,  that  he  would,  by  his  last  will  or  otherwise, 
convey  and  assure  to  her  all  the  real  and  personal  estate 
of  which  she  might  be  possessed  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
to  her  for  her  own  use  and  benefit;  and  also,  in  case  he 
should  survive  her,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  her  to 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  household  furniture,  bed 
and  table  linen,  plate,  pictures,  and  prints,  and  the  arti« 
cles  which,  during  his  life,  might  be  bought  in  lieu  there- 
of, subject  to  his  life-interest  therein.  No  assignment  of 
the  household  furniture,  bed  and  table  linen,  plate,  pic- 
tures, and  prints,  was  made  to  the  trustees  so  as  to  vest 
the  legal  interest  in  them.  The  marriage  was  solemnized, 
and  the  parties  lived  together  for  some  years  after  the 
execution  of  this  deed.  In  1819,  M*NeUage  executed  a 
deed-poll,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  he  had  bought  a 
piece  of  land,  upon  which  he  had  built  two  houses,  &c.,  he 
declared  that  he  had  done  it  with  the  money  of  his  wife; 
and  that  the  household  furniture,  bed  and  table  linen,  plate, 
&c.  therein,  were  the  separate  property  of  his  wife:  and 
he  agreed  that  he  should  stand  seised  of  the  land,  houses, 
household  furniture,  &c.  in  trust  for  his  wife,  and  that  she 
might  dispose  of  the  same  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  marriage  settlement,  reserving  to  himself  all  the  rights 
and  interest  which  he  had  under  that  settlement.  M^Net-- 
lage  and  his  wife  lived  together  until  the  year  18^,  at 
which  time  they  separated,  she  having  possession  of  one 
of  the  houses  mentioned  in  the  deed  poll,  with  the  furni- 
ture,  &c.  therein.  This  House,  with  the  furniture,  &c., 
she  let  by  agreement  to  one  Mrs.  Finch,  at  a  certain  rent, 
reserving  to  herself  the  right,  when  she  chose  to  exercise 
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it,  of  occupying  one  apartment  in  the  house,  and  of  using  E-^ck.  of  PUar, 
part  of  the  furniture,  paying  for  her  board  and  lodging  at 
the  rate  of  70/.  per  armum.  On  the  16th  o{  May,  1829, 
whilst  Mrs.  Finch  was  in  possession  of  the  house  and  ftir* 
niture  under  this  agreement,  the  officers  of  the  defendant, 
SLsShmS o{ Sussexj  entered  into  the  house,  and  took  pos- 
session of  the  goods,  under  an  execution  at  the  suit  of  the 
plaintiff  against  M^NeUage,  and,  after  remaining  in  pos- 
session for  about  a  week,  withdrew.  The  defendant  re- 
turned nulla  bona. 

.  Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended.  Firsts  That  the 
deeds  of  1815  and  1819  made  M'Nellage  a  trustee  for 
bis  wife,  so  that  the  defendant  could  not  seize  the  goods 
under  an  execution  against  him«  Secondly ^  That  if  the 
Sheriff  could  seize  under  the  circumstances,  he  could  only 
sell  such  interest  as  M^NeUage  had;  and  Thirdly,  That 
the  possession  of  the  lessee  protected  the  property  from 
the  execution* 

These  points  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  reserved,  and  un^ 
der  his  direction  the  Jury  fbunda  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  S22L 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Jones,  Serjt«,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  should  not  be 
set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  entered;  against  which — 

^  Jenns  and  Siarkie  shewed  cause.  TiYie  first  ground 
upon  which  this  rule  was  obtained,  is,  that  the  husband 
is  a  mere  trustee  for  his  wife,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
goods  are  not  liable  to  be  seized  under  an  execution 
against  him.  As  a  general  rule,  all  the  personal  estate,  as 
money,  goods,  cattle,  household  furniture,  &c.,  which 
were  the  property  and  in  the  possession  of  the  wife  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage,  are  actually  vested  in  the  hus- 
band ^t#re  mariti;  so  that  of  these  he  may  make  any  dis- 
position in  his  life-time  without  her  consent,  or  may  by 
will  devise  them;  and  they  shall,  if  there  be  no  such  dis- 
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^ch,  of  Pleat,  poftitioii,  go  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  hus<- 

band,  and  not  to  the  wife,  though  she  survive  him  (a). 
To  this  general  rule,  however,  there  are  some  excep- 
tions, and|  amongst  others,  the  goods  of  the  wife  may  be 
protected  by  the  intervention  of  a  trustee*  Ha$UngUm  v. 
GiU  {b\  Dean  v.  Braum  (c),  Scoit  v.  Seholey  {d),  Farr 
V.  Newman  (e),  Howard  v.  Jemmet  {/),  Bransby  v.  Grani- 
bam  {g)^  Lord  Shaftesbury  v.  RusseU  {h).  But  in  these 
cases  a  trustee  was  actually  interposed,  whereas,  in  the  pre* 
sent,  it  was  obviously  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  rely 
upon  the  personal  covenant  of  the  husband.  It  is  true, 
that  Courts  of  equity  will  interfere  to  effectuate  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.  Thus,  in  Bennett  v*  Edwards  {$), 
where  /.  S*.  devised  lands  to  his  daughter,  the  wife  of  a 
tradesman,  for  her  separate  use,  exclusive  of  her  husband, 
to  hold  the  same  to  her  and  her  heirs,  and  that  her  hus- 
band should  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  nor  have  the 
lands  for  his  life  in  case  he  survived  his  wife,  but  that  they 
should  go  to  her  heirs,  it  was  holden  in  equity  that  the 
husband  was  but  a  trustee.  But  decisbns  in  equity  are 
not  binding  upon  Courts  of  law,  because  a  Court  of  equity 
will  interfere  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
which  a  Court  of  law  cannot  do. 

Secondly,  it  is  contended  that  M*NeUage  had  merely 
a  life-interest  in  the  property.  This  is  involved  in  the 
first  proposition,  for  if  no  trustee  be  interposed,  the  hus- 
band takes  the  property  of  the  wife  absolutely  ^'tire  morflj, 
although  she  may  have  a  remedy  over  upon  his  covenant. 
Lastly,  it  is  said,  that  the  property  is  protected  by  the 

(a)  Bac.  Abr.    Baron  4'   Ftwe,  (e)  4  T.  11.  621. 

(C  3) ;  1  Inst.  3  a.  (/)  3  Bur.  1368. 

(6)  3  T.  R.  620.  (g)  Plowd.  525. 

(c)5  B.&C.336;S.C.8D.&  (A)  1  B.  &  C.  666;   S.  C.  3  D. 

R.  95.  &  R.  84. 

(rf)  8  East,  467.  (i)  2  P.  Wms.  31 6. 
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lease  to  Mrs.  Finch.    Had  the  whole  property  been  leas-  ^^h,  cf  piau^ 

ed^  the  feyersion.  might  be  sold  subject  to  the  right  of  the 

lessee.    Thus,  it  ia  said  (a),  tha(^  subject  to  the  right  of 

the  pawnee  or  lessee,  the  goods  may  be  taken  in  execu*' 

tion,  and  ihe  Sheriff  isndt  liable  to  an  action  for  selling 

the  entire  property^  unless  he  be  apprised  that  the  defend* 

ant  has  only  a  special  interest  therein. .  So,  in  Sca$i  v. 

Scholey^  it  was  admitted  throughout  the  argument,  that 

goods  leased  might  be  sold  by  the  Sheriff,  subject  to  the 

interest  of  .the  lessee.    But  these  goods  are  not, all  pro* 

tected  by  the  lease,  for  part  are. reserved  to  the  wife,  and 

to  that  extent  the  Sheriff. was,  at  all  events,  bound  to  seize 

and  sell. . . 

Jones t  Serjt.j  and  R*  F.  Richards,  conira» — To  ascer^^ 
tain  what  property  may  be  taken  in  execution,  the  law 
looks  to  the  personal  beneficial  interest  of  the  debtor, 
and  if  he  have  ho  personal  beneficial  interest,,  the  goods 
cannot  be  takqn;  for  the  law  distinguishes  between  tech* 
nical  and  beneficial  property.  Now,  although  by  the  mar- 
riage settlement  no  trustee  is  interposed,  and  the  legal  in- 
terest in.  the  property  is  in  the  husband,,  in  a  Court  of 
equity  the  husband  would  be  &  trustee  for  bis  wife.  This 
was  expressly  decided  in  the  case  oi Bennett  v.  Edwards{b) ; 
and  the  case  Hculingtony.  Q$U(c)  establishes  that  where - 
ever  the  trust  can.be  supported  in  equity,  a  Court  of  law 
will  consider  the  trustee  entitled  at  law.  Had  M*Nellage 
become  bankrupt,  this  property  ^ould  not  have  passed  to 
{lis  assignees,  for,  upon  the  construction  of  the  bankrupt 
law,  it  b  immaterial  whether  a  trustee  be  or  be  not  inter- 
posed,  and  no  property  of  the  husband,  in  which  he  has 
not  a  beneficial  interest,  will  pass  by  the  assignment  (cQ.  It 
may  be  said,  however,  that  a  judgment  creditor  stands  in 

(a)  2  Tidd,  1028.  (cQ  See  the  ca^es  collected  Eden, 

(6)  2  P.  Wms.  316.  B.  L.  245. 

(c)3T.  R.620. 
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Ejech.  of  Pkai,  a  Diore  faVouFable  position  tlian  the  assignees  of  a  bank-^ 
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rupt :  but  there  is  no  real  ground  for  that  distinction;  fori 

in  the  former  case,  the  property  goes  to  the  satb&ction 
of  one  debt  only,  whereas,  in  the  latter,  it  is  equally  divid- 
ed amongst  all  the  creditors.  So  goods  in  the  hands  of 
an  executor,  administrator,  or  trustee,  are  not  liable  to  sei« 
isure  upon  a  judgment  against  such  parties  in  their  own 
right,  because  the  law  looks  to  the  beneficial  interest  in 
Ihe  property.  Howard  v.  Jemmett  (a),  Fair  v.  Neuh' 
man  (6),  Scott  v.  Surtnan  (e).  But  if  the  property  can 
be  seized  quoad  the  interest  which  the  husband  has,  the 
Sheriff  can  take  no  greater  right  than  that  of  which  the 
husband  is  possessed;  and  as  he,  by  his  contract,  cannot 
sell  without  the  consent  of  his  wife,  so  neither  can  the 
Sheriff  who  claims  through  him.  Whatever  difficulty  may 
arise  upon  the  former  branch  of  the  argument,  the  goods 
are  clearly  protected  by  the  lease  to  Mrs«  Finch.  AH  the 
goods  are  absolutely  demised,  and  the  limited  use  reserved 
to  the  wife  is  a  portion  of  the  rent  merely,  the  property 
being,  during  the  demise,  in  the  tenant.  '  If  these  goods 
had  been  taken  in  execution  by  the  Sheriff  upon  a  judg* 
ment  against  the  tenant,  the  lessor  could  not  have  main-* 
tained  trover,  nor  even  trespass,  against  the  Sheriff,  be« 
cause,  to  maintain  these  actions,  the  plaintiff  must  not 
only  have  the  property,  but  the  right  to  immediate  pos^ 
session.  Ward  v.  M^Cunly  (cf),  Gordon  v.  Harpur  («)• 
If,  therefore,  the  lessor  has  no  right  to  the  immediate 
possession,  the  Sheriff,  who  claims  through  him,  can 
have  no  greater  right.  The  case  is  still  stronger  heie, 
for  the  tenancy  being  from  year  to  year,  the  Sheriff  cannot 
determine  it,  or  compel  the  lessee  to  do  so;  and  it  is* 
therefore,  impossible  to  ascertain  the  interest  in  the  rever- 
sion, even  could  that  interest  be  taken.     But  the  point 

(tf)  3  Bur.  1369.  (rf)  4  T.  R.  489. 

(6)4T.R.  621.  (e)7T.R.9. 

(c)  Willes,  402. 
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has  been  expressly  decided,  for  in  Comyn£  Dig.  Execu^  Bxeh.  qf  PUat, 
Hon,  c.  4f,  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  Sheriff  cannot  take  goods  ' 

in  pledge,  or  demised  to  another  (a). 

Cur.  ctdv.  tmU. 

Alexander,  L.  C.  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  as  follows: — 

This  is  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not 
be  entered  instead  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff,  having  obtained  a  judgment  against  one 
M'NeUage^  sued  out  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  upon  that  judg* 
ment,  which  he  delivered  to  the  Sheriff.  This  writ  was 
returned  by  the  Sheriff,  with  a  return  ointMa  bona.  The 
present  action  was  brought  against  the  Sheriff,  upon  the 
ground  that  this  was  a  false  return.  Upon  the  trial  of  the 
action  before  me,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  9S&L 
and  I  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  set  aside  the 
verdict,  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  upon  certain  points.  It  is  this 
rule  that  is  now  to  be  disposed  of*  A  short  state  of  the 
facts  is,  that  certain  goods,  now  in  question  in  the  cause, 
consisting  of  household  fiirniture,  had  been  the  property 
of  the  wife  of  M^Nellage,  before  her  intermarriage  with 
him.  They  intermarried  in  the  year  1815,  and,  previous 
to  that  marriage,  a  settlement  was  made,  relating,  among 
oth^r  things,  to  this  household  iurniture.  Trustees  for 
the  intended  wife  were  parties  to  that  settlement,  with 
whom  the  mtended  husband,  M^NeUage^  covenanted  theft 
his  future  wife  should  have  certun  interests  in  the  goods. 
No  assignment,  however,  of  this  furniture  was  made  to  the 
trustees  so  as  to  vest  the  legal  interest  in  them.  The  rights 
of  the  wife  rested,  therefore,  entirely  upon  the  husband's 
covenant.  After  this  deed,  the  two  parties  lived  together 
for  some  years.  In  1819,  another  deed>  a  deed-poll,  was 
executed  by  M^NeUage^  which  does  not  materially  affect 

(a)  Dyer,  67. 
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^'<^^-  aCf'^^'  ^^^  question.  It  appears  by  the  recital  of  this  deed-poU,  that 

M*NeUage  had  bought  a  piece  of  land,  and  built  two  houses 
upon  it,  and  the  deed  declares,  that  this  was  done  with  the 
money  of  Mrs.  M^NeUa^e^  and  that  the  household  fur- 
niture, bed  and  table  linen,  plate,  &c.,  therein,  were  the 
separate  property  of  his  wife;  and  it  agrees  that  he  shall 
stand  possessed  of  the  house  and  furniture,  lUid  that 
bis  wife  may  dispose  of  them  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  marriage  settlement  of  1815,  and  it  reserves  to  the 
husband  all  the  rights  and  interests  which  he  had  under 
that  settlement.  This  deed  leaves  the  rights  much  as  it 
found  them.  From  the  year  18S3,  the  parties  lived  separate, 
and  Mrs.  M^NeUage  had  possession  of  the  furniture  and  of 
one  of  the  bouses  mentioned  in  the  deed-poll.  In  MayyiSSSd^ 
this  writ  ofjieri/acias  Was  delivered  to  the  Sheriff.  Previ- 
ous  to  that  timei  Mrs.  M^Nellage,  by  what  is  called  an  agree- 
ment, which  we  think  to  be  a  demise,  leased  the  house 
and  furniture  to  one  Mrs.  Finch,  at  a  rent  mentioned  in 
the  agreement;  and  Mrs.  M^Neltage  stipulated  for  the 
right,  when  she  chose  to  exercise  it,  to  possess  a  certain 
apartment  in  the  house,  and  for  the  use  in  that  apartment 
of  certain  parts  of  the  furniture,  paying  for  her  board  and 
lodging,  after  the  rate  of  70/.  a-year.  On  the.  16th  Majf, 
1829,  the  officer  entered  into  the  house  to  make  a  levy;  and 
it  appears  that  at  that  time  the  house  and  furniture  were 
possessed  under  this  agreement  or  lease,  in  other  words, 
Mrs.  Finch  was  in^  possession  of  the  house  and  the  princi- 
pal part  of  the  furniture,  and-  Mrs.  M*NeUage  was  in  pos- 
session of  an  apartment  and  some  part  of  the  furniture, 
according  ta  the  stipulation.  The  officers  remained  in  pos« 
session  for  a  week,  and  then  withdrew,  and  afterwards  the 
Teturn  o(  nulla  bona  was  made.  The  plaintiff  had  a  ver- 
dict, as  I  have  already  stated,  for  22&1,  The  question 
which  arose  in  the  cause,  appears  from  the  points  on  which 
the  defendant  had  leave  to  move  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
and  enter  a  nonsuit.     They  are  these: — Firstf  that  the 
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deeds  of  1815  and  1819  made  M'Nellage  a  trustee  tot  Ejlch.  of  Piemt, 
his  mfe,  and  therefore  that  the  Sheriff  could  not  seize  the 
goods  under  an  execution  against  him.    Secondly,  That  if 
he  could  seize  under  all  the  circumstances,  he  could  only  sell 
such  interest  as  the  husband  had.   And  thirdly,  That  Mrs. 
Finches  possession  and  title  protected  the  property  from  the 
execution.   Of  these  questions,  the  first  led  to  the  greatest 
length  of  discussion,  much  learning  was  employed,  and 
touch  ingenuity  displayed;  it  being,  under  the  view  of  the 
Court,  a  point  of  very  considerable  consequence.    That 
question  is,  whether,  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee, 
to  whom  a  legal  interest  in  e£(ects  of  this  description  shall 
be  assigned,  they  can  be  protected  from  an  execution 
against  the  husband.    That  they  are  so  protected  is  con* 
tended  upon  this  reasoning:  it  is  said  to  be  decided  by 
many  cases,  that  though  the  property  belongs  to  the  wife, 
yet  that  where  a  ^ustee  is  interposed,  and  the  effects  are 
assigned  to  him  for  her  separate  use,  they  are  clearly  pro- 
tected from  an  execution  against  the  husband ;  they  then 
proceed  to  state,  that  when  the  intention  of  the  parties  is 
clearly  signified,  the  husband  himself  may  and  does  be* 
come  a  trustee  for  the  separate  use  of  his  wife,  and  that, 
being  a  mere  trustee,  the  property  of  his  cestui  que  trust 
cannot  be  taken  for  his  debt.    This  is  said  to  be  proved 
by  many  analogous  cases.    And  they  conclude  that  here 
the  husband  being  the  trustee,  and  the  wife  the  cestui  que 
trust,  her  property  cannot  be  taken  for  bis  debt.    This  is 
the  substance  of  the  argument.     It  appears  to  us,  that 
some  part  of  this  argument  is  quite  solid.    It  is  clear,  that 
where,  in  consideration  of  a  marriage,  personal  chattels 
are  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  the  separate  use  of  the  wife, 
they  cannot  be  taken  in  execution  for  the  debt  of  the  hus- 
band.    A  Court  of  law,  will  consider  the  trustee  as  the 
legal  owner  of  the  property,  and,  under  the  protection  of 
the  legal  estate,  the  wife  will  have  the  benefit  of  the  con- 
tract comprised  in  the  marriage  settlement.     We  also 
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iUcA.  o/  PUa$,  think,  that  the  husband  may,  in  some  circumstances,  be  a 

1830 

trustee  for  his  wife.    That  expression  is  used-  and  has 
been  acted  upon  in  the  Courts  of  equity,  but  it  is  not  true 
in  the  sense  in  which  it  has  been  used  in  this  argument; 
nor  do  we  know  that  any  jsuch  principle  has  been  acknow- 
ledged or  acted  upon  in  a  Court  of  law,  and  no  such  case 
has  been  cited  in  this  argument.    It  appears  to  us,  that,  to 
establish  such  a  principle,  and  apply  it  to  this  case,  would 
break  down  the  distinction  of  the  Courts  of  law  and  the 
Courts  of  equity  upon  this  subject*    The  cases  in  which 
the  husband  has  been  called  a  trustee  for  his  wife  are  of 
this  nature: — A  testator,  by  hb  will,  left  a  sum  of  money  in 
trust  for  a  married  woman  to  her  separate  use.    The  trus-^ 
tee,  in  breach  of  his  duty,  without  the  privity  and  partici- 
pation  of  the  wife,  paid  the  money  to  the  husband.    The 
husband  was  treated  by  Lord  Eldon  as  a  trustee  for  his 
wife.    In  acting  upon  this  principle,  and  using  these  ex- 
pressions, he  cautiously  avoids  any  wrcmg  inference  being 
drawn  from  his  language:  he  says,  that  it  is  perfectly  set- 
tled, that  a  husband  may,  in  this  Court,  be  a  trustee  for 
the  separate  use  of  hb  wife  (a):  and  he  adds,  that  he 
would  be  in  the  same  situation  as  the  person  making  the 
transfer  to  him.    It  is  not  for  us,  in  this  place  and  upon 
this  occasion,  to  pronounce  what  decree  a  Court  of  equity 
would  make  against  a  husband  upon  a  covenant,  such  as 
is  contained  in  this  marriage-settlement;  but,  it  appears  to 
us,  that  if  the  arguments  of  the  defendant  were  accurate, 
^1  that  machinery,  and  all  those  provisions  so  carefully  in* 
troduced  into  settlements,  in  order  to  protect  the  property 
of  a  married  woman  for  her  separate  use,  are  unnecessary. 
We  further  think,  that  the  total  absence  of  any  express 
authority  in  a  Court  of  law,  for  the  broad  proposition  con- 
tended for  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  is  almost  conclu- 
sive against  it.     I  have  thought  fit  to  say  thus  much  upon 

(41)  Sec  Rich  v.  Cockle,  9  Veb.  375. 
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the  general  proposition,  in  order' to  prevefit  being  misun*  £xeh.  of  Picas, 
derstood ;  but  this  particular  case  and  the  provisions  of  thid  ^^^' 
marriage  settlement  are  extremely  unfavourable  to  the 
defendant's  argument.  It  is  not  true  that  this  covenant  of 
the  husband  contained  in  this  settlement  constitutes  him, 
in  the  usual  sense  of  the  word,  a  trustee  for  his  wife.  It 
appears  to  me,  that,  in  the  true  construction  of  the  deed; 
the  interests  of  the  wife  are  considerably  limited,  and  that 
it  was  meant  and  understood  that  the  legal  interest  should 
reside  in  the  husband,  and  that  he  had  a  beneficial  inter- 
est in  many  important  respects.  The  recital  of  the  agree- 
ment specifies  nothing  respecting  this  furniture,  during 
the  joint  lives,  but  states  that  she  was  to  have  it  if  she  sur- 
vived; and  that,  if  he  survived,  she  might  make  a  will  oi 
it ;  and  then  his  covenant  in  respect  of  it  is,  that  he  will  not 
sell  or  dispose  of  it ;  that,  if  she  survived,  she  should  be  en- 
titled to  it ;  and  then  he  covenants  that  if  she  survives,  he 
will  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  or  otherwise,  convey 
and  insure  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  which  she  shaU 
be  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  in 
such  manner  as  to  enable  her  to  possess  and  enjoy  the 
same.  Now  this  covenant  includes  the  furniture  as  weU 
as  every  thing  else,  and  shews  distinctly  that  her  future 
possession  and  enjoyment  were  to  depend  upon  future  acts 
to  be  done  by  him.  The  whole  provisions  of  the  deed  sa- 
tisfy me  that  the  view  of  the  parties,  as  far  as  they  had 
any,  was  to  leave  him  in  possession  of  his  marital  rights, 
and  that  her  interests  were  to  be  enforced,  when  the  con- 
tingencies happened,  and  as  they  happened,  by  means  of 
his  covenant.  The  deed-poll  of  1819,  does  not  materially 
affect  this  view  of  the  case ;  because,  beside  being  post- 
nuptial, it  contains  an  express  reservation  of  all  his  rights 
and  interests  under  the  settlement.  We  are  of  opinion, 
therefore,  upon  this  point,  that  the  circumstances  do  not 
warrant  the  return  of  nulla  bona;  that,  at  law,  these  goods 
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Exch.  of  puas,  are  to  be  considered  as  the  iroods  of  the  husband.    This 

is  an  answer  to  the  first  and  second  points. 

The  next  difficulty  opposed  to  the  plaintiff's  verdict  arises 
fk>m  the  demise  of  the  furniture  made  with  the  house  to  Mrs. 
Finch.  We  conceive  this  to  be  a  valid  demise,  determinable 
upon  three  months*  notice  by  either  party.  It  was  an  exist- 
ing demise  at  the  time  the  Sheriff  seized ,  and,  for  ought  we 
know,  at  the  time  be  made  his  return.  We  think,  that, 
in  making  the  demise,  Mrs.  JMPNeUage  was  the  agent  of 
her  husband.  It  is  the  consequence  of  this  opinion  that 
the  reversionary  interest  alone,  after  the  determination 
of  this  demise,  eould  belong  to  M*NeUage.  The  ques- 
tion then  is,  whether  the  Sheriff  could,  during  the  contia* 
uance  of  this  demise,  take  these  goods  for  the  debt  of  the 
husband.  We  think  he  could  not,  and  therefore  that  the 
return  of  nuUa  bona  is  warranted  by  law.  If  these  goods 
in  the  possession  of  the  tenant  had  been  seized  by  the 
Sheriff,  under  colour  of  an  execution  against  the  tenant, 
or  any  other  person,  M^NeUage^  the  reversioner,  could  not 
have  maintained  either  trespass  or  trover  against  him.  Th^ 
reason  is,  that  to  maintain  these  actions  the  plaintiff  must 
not  only  have  a  right  of  property  but  a  right  to  the  imme- 
diate poBsessidn.  H^  has  no  such  right  during  the  exist* 
ence  of  a  lease.  The  cases  of  Ward  v.  M*Cufdey{d)t  and 
Gordon  v.  Harpur  (i),  establish  this  proposition*  If  be 
himsetf  could  maintain  no  action  for  the  possession,  htl 
<;reditor  and  the  Sheriff  could  derive  no  authority  from 
the  wnt  against  him  to  take  that  possession.  The  She* 
riff  has  made,  as  it  seems  to  us,  a  proper  return.  We 
think  that  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  made 

Absolute.. 

(fl)  4  T.  R.  489.  {b)  7  T.  R.  9. 
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Sxch.  nf  Pleat, 
1830. 

Griffith  v.  Williams, 

Assumpsit  for  breach  of  promise  to  marry.    At  the  The  rule  that 
trial,  before  Goutbum,  X,  at  the  last  Leni  Assizes  for  the  handJlS^ngls 
ooonty  of  Cardigan,  the  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaiit-  ^^  evidence, 

•iv»Ai**tf«  •1111  ,,       ^****  °®'  extend 

tin.    A  rule  m^i  for  a  uew  trial  bad  been  granted  on  the  so  &r  as  lo  pre- 

ground  that  the  Verdict  was  contrary  to  evidence.  w  Ju^^ftSm  In- 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  put  in  several  letters,  which  »*Jt?tins  *  «>«- 

■^  ^  "^  '  panson  between 

w^re  admitted  to  be  in  the  defendant's  handwriting;  and  two  documents, 
c£dled  witnesses  to  prove  that  another  letter,  upon  which  fa^  evident 
the  question  mainly  depended,  was  also  in  the  handwriting  ^*^"e  ^le  "' 
of  the  defendant.   The  defendant  called  witnesses  to  prove  Pl^^p^f  ^ 

''  died  after  ver- 

that  this  letter  was  not  in  his  handwriting.  diet,  the  Court 

may  grant « 
new  trial  on  the 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  it  was  suggested  by  John  ff^^^^f^^. 
Ev€mSf  for  the  defendant,  that  the  Jury  had  been  influence  and  would,  in 
ed  by  a  comparison  of  handwriting,  which  the  learned  pose  terms' on 
Judge  had  desired  them  to  make  between  the  admitted  Jj^uunyid."* 
and  disputed  letters.  vantage  of  the 

*^  plainUff'a 

death. 


Per  Curiam. — ^Where  two  documents  are  in  evidence,  it 
is  competent  for  the  Court  or  the  Jury  to  compare  them. 
The  rule  as  to  the  comparison  of  handwriting  applies  to 
witnesses,  who  can  only  compare  a  writing  to  which  they 
are  examined,  with  the  character  of  the  handwriting  im- 
pressed upon  their  own  minds;  but  that  rule  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  Court  or  Jury,  who  may  compare  the  two  docu- 
ments when  they  are  properly  in  evidence. 

The  rule  was  subsequently  discharged,  the  judgment  of 
BoUand,  B.,  proceeding  on  an  elaborate  comparison  which 
he  had  made  between  the  letters  in  question ;  and  he  point- 
ed out  a  number  of  remarkable  coincidences  between  the 
documents,  in  the  formation  of  several  letters  and  the  mode 
ofwriting  several  words. 
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^"^^  ^'^^  The  plaintiff  died  after  the  ink  for  a  new  trial  had  been 
v...,.^.^^!.^  obtained,  and  before  it  was  discussed;  and  it  was  urged  by 
GtiPFiTH  WiUom^  and  E.  V.  WOBams,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  set- 
Williams,  ting  aside  the  verdict  would  entirely  defeat  justice,  as  no 
new  trial  could  be  had,  without  error  being  asagnable  on 
the  record*  But  the  Court  intimated,  that  they  should 
have  had  no  difficulty  on  this  ground,  if  they  had  thought 
that  the.  case  required  further  consideration,  as  they  could 
have  imposed  the  tenns  of  the  verdict  being  entered  as 
of  the  Assises  when  the  case  was  first  tried,  or  of  the  de- 
fendant's undertaking  not  to  assign  error.  And  Garrow,  B., 
mentioned  a  case  in  which  he  had  been  of  counsel,  where 
the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  had  imposed  similar  terms  in 
granting  a  new  trial  on  the  application  of  the  defendant, 
who,  it  was  suggested,  was  likely  to  die  before  the  cause 
could  be  tried  a  second  time. 


CowLisHAW  r.  Cheslyn. 

In  an  action  of  J.  RESPASS  quare  clausumjregii*  Pleas,^r«f ,  a  right 
eZmifr^,  ^^  ^^7  ^7  prescription.  Secondly^  that,  in  176S,  one  Anne 
^^Lded°tiiiit^A.  ^^^^^^  ^^  seised  in  fee,  and  being  so  seised,  by  a 
c.  waf  teuedin  deed,  lost  by  time  and  accident,  granted  a  right  of  way; 
^[^!^L  and  thirdly,  a  common  highway.    The  plaintiff  i^pUed 

vNiy  by  non^ex-  ^  *^®  ^"*  P'®*»  traversing  the  prescription;  to  the 
Uting  gianu  second  plea,  that  Anne  CatoUshaw  did  not  irrant  modo  et 
plied,  travening  formd;  and  to  the  ilwrd  plea,  denying  the  common  high- 

the  grant; — 

Htii^  that,  on     way, 

theM  pleadings,       ^^  ^^  ^^al  before  Gartow,  B.,  at  the  last  Lent  As- 

It  waa  not  com- 


petent for  the  sizes  for  the  county  of  X#etc^^/^,  the  first  plea  was 

plaintiff  to  give  i     •^  •  «  n     i  •  i  « 

eyidencetothew  provcu,  it  appeanug  that  all  the  ancient  roads  over  the 

mf sdaedin"  ^'OCiU  in  quo  had  been  extinguished  by  an  inclosure  act; 

***'  rf  *b*S"^"  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  negatived  the  common  highway  pleaded  in 

the  presumption 
of  the  granL 
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the  third  pka.  The  case,  therefore,  depended  on  the  ^^^X/**^' 
second  plea,  and  upon  that  plea  there  was  confiicting  evi*  ^  ,  ^*  ^ 
dence  as  to  the  exercise  of  the  alleged  right  of  way.  The  Cowlwbaw 
phnntiff  ofiered  evidence  of  old  deeds,  and  of  a  will,  to  shew  chbilyv. 
dMKt  Amie  Cawlis&aw  bid  only  an  estate  as  a  co-trustee  with 
one  Famett,  in  tmst  for  Aime  C<Mliakauf9  son,  who,  at  the 
time  of  the  supposed  grant,  was  a  minor;  and  he  oon- 
tended  that  tliis  erridence  was  admissible  on  the  issue  in 
question^  for  tbe  purpose  of  shewing  that  Amie  Cowlishaw 
was  not  fikely  to  haTe  made  the  grant,  not  having  had  any 
l^gal  right  so  to  do.  Tbe  defendant's  counsel  objected  to 
tbe  eiddence,  on  tbe  ground  that  Anne  Cowttshaw*s  seisin 
in  fee  was  admitted  on  the  record,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  estopped,  by  the  state  of  the  pleadings,  from  giving 
any  evidence  to  negative  that  fact  The  learned  Judge 
received  the  evidence,  reserving  tbe  question  of  its  admis- 
sibility for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  The  defendant  then 
offered  evidence  of  an  award  of  the  locus  in  quo,  made  un- 
der an  inclosure  act,  to  Anne  Cowlishaw^  which  alone,  they 
contended,  vested  tbe  soil  in  her;  but  which,  the  plaintiff 
contended,  vested  it  in  the  persons  in  whom  the  legal 
estate  in  the  land,  to  which  this  allotment  was  made,  had 
been  before  vested  under  the  will  (a).  The  learned  Judge 
left  tbe  whole  of  tbe  evidence  to  the  Jury,  and  directed 
Aem  to  consider  whether  Aere  was  such  evidence  of  the 
use  of  tbe  right  of  way,  as  to  lead  them  to  suppose  that 
Aime  CotBlUham  bad  made  (he  grant  in  question ;  and  he 
tKM  them,  that  they  might  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
their  verdict,  that  she  bad  a  legal  right  to  make  such 
grant  The  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  upon 
Ae  second  plea. 

Balguy  had  obtained  a  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  tbe 

(a)  A3  to  this  point,  which  it      the  principal  case,  see  Doe  dem. 
became  unneces^aiy  to  decide  in      ;Siofe/tii^v.He^/ar«/,  9B.&C.7&9. 

VOL.  f .  E 


30 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER) 


^*^\m£\^*^*  plwntiff  on  the  second  plea,  or  for  a  new  trial,  against 
V     >y    ■■  ^     which  cause  was  now  shewn  by — 

COWLISHAW 

CHE8LYK.  DenrnaUf  It.  N.  Clarke^  and  Humfrey  (a). — On  these 

pleadings,  the  only  question  was  on  the  grant,  as  no  issuie 
was  taken  on  the  seisin  of  Atme  CowUsAaWs  as  alleged  in  the 
second  plea.  If  the  plaintiff  on  this  issue  could  be  allowed 
to  give  in  evidence  documents  to  disprove  the  seisin  of 
Atme  Cowlishaw,  which  documents  are  in  his  exclusive 
possession,  and  the  contents  of  which  were  unknown  to 
the  defendant,  the  latter  would  have  been  entirely  misled, 
as  he  would  only  come  prepared  to  prove  the  grant.  The 
plaintiff  could  only  traverse  one  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
plea.  If  he  attempted  to  put  more  than  one  in  issue,  the 
replication  would  have  amounted  to  the  general  repHca- 
tion  oide  if^urid,  which  is  clearly  bad  in  such  a  case.  Cro- 
gate's  case(&),  CockereU  v.  Armstrong  {c).  It  was  not 
competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  give  any  evidence  to  nega- 
tive any  part  of  the  plea,  which  was  admitted  by  the  tra- 
verse being  taken  on  another  allegation.  This  would 
give  him  the  advantage  of  the  general  replication  of  de  in- 
jurid.  The  plaintiff  had  his  choice  which  allegation  to 
traverse ;  and  if  he  is  allowed,  on  a  traverse  of  one  allega- 
tion, to  dispute  another,  there  is  no  reason  why  he  may 
not  dispute  the  whole  plea,  which  he  clearly  cannot  do,  as 
de  injurid  cannot  be  replied,  when  an  easement  or  other 
interest  in  the  land  is  claimed.  The  present  is  a  strong 
case  to  shew  the  good  policy  and  utility  of  the  rule  of  law 
contended  for  by  the  defendant^  for  the  real  merits  arise 
on  the  allegation  of  the  seisin  in  Atme  Cowlishaw,  equally 
as  if  it  had  been  laid  in  any  other  person;  and  if  the  alle^ 
gation  of  seisin  in  Anne  CmoUshaw  had  been  traversed, 

(a)  The  arguroentSy  as  to  the  evideDce,  on  the  issue  takea  upon 

right  of  A,  Cowlithaw  to  grant,  are  the  grant, 

omittedy  as  the  judgment  of  the  (6)  8  Rep.  66. 

Court  proceeded  entirely  on  the  (c)  Willes,  99, 
4]uestion  of  the  admissibility  of  the 
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the  only  effect  would  have  been  to  have  caused  the  de-  ^***:q//^*^» 
fendant  to  amend,  by  adding  pleas,  laying  the  seisin  in     ^««-^,^ — f 
different  persons;  and  the  same  evidence  which  was  pro-     Cowlishaw 
duced  at  the  trial  to  prove  the  grant  by  Anne  Cowlishaw^      Chealyh. 
would  equally  have  proved  a  grant  alleged  to  have  been 
made  by  any  other  person  who  might  appear  to  have  been  the 
owner  of  the  fee.     There  is  no  such  principle  as  that  which 
was  contended  for  by  the  other  side,  that  a  party  may  be 
estopped  by  an  admission  on  the  record  for  one  purpose, 
and  not  for  another,  in  the  same  cause.     In  the  present 
case,  the  seisin  o(  Anne  Cowlishaw  was  admitted  on  the 
record,  and  the  plaintiff  was  estopped  from  giving  any 
evidence  in  contravention  of  that  admission.    The  evi- 
dence, therefore,  was  clearly  inadmissible,  and  the  defend* 
ant  is  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict. 

Balgttjf  and  CUnton,  contra. — The  evidence  in  question 
was  admissible,  not  to  contradict  the  allegation  on  the 
record,  but  to  negative  the  fact  of  Anne  Cowlishaw  having 
made  the  grant.  The  user  is  only  presumptive  evidence 
of  the  grant;  and  it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
that  Atme  Cowlishaw  was  not  seised  in  fee,  and  could  not, 
therefore,  in  point  of  law,  have  made  such  a  grant.  She 
ought  not  to  be  presumed  to  have  done  an  act  contrary  to 
law.  The  question  for  the  Jury  was  purely  one  of  fact, 
whether  the  deed  was  or  was  not  made.  There  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  presumptions  of  law  and  of  fact.  The 
latter  may  always  be  rebutted  by  contrary  evidence. 
The  question,  whether  a  particular  deed  ever  had  exist- 
ence, in  cases  like  the  present,  is  of  the  latter  class.  The 
principles  on  this  branch  of  the  law  are  thus  stated  by  a 
learned  author  (a): — ''The  presumption  of  right  in  such 
Cases  is  not  conclusive,  in  other  words,  it  is  not  an  in- 
ference of  mere  law,  to  be  made  by  the  Courts ;  yet  it  is  an 

(»)  Starkie's  Evid.  1214. 
£2 
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gtcL  of  Pfeai,  HifeiMce  which  the  Courtv  advise  Jaries  tOr  make  wheo^ 
V     ^'  ^    ever  the  preaumptidn  stands  unrebatted  by  contrary  evi- 
cotTLisBAw    denee.     Such  evidence  ia  theory  is  mere  presumptive 
chsslyn.      evidence/'    The  same  learned  writer  (tf)i  citing  Barker  v« 
Richardson  {b\  lays  down  ki  another  passage  the  law  on  this 
subject  in  the  following  terms:   **  The  technical  presump* 
tion  necessarily  assumed  that  it  was  practicable  to  tranafisr 
the  right  by  means  of  a  grant  or  other  conveyance ;  henee 
the  presumption  does  not  operate  where  such  a  grant 
could  noty  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  have  been  made.** 
In  the  present  case  Anne  CotMehcne  could  not  legalfy  have 
made  the  grant  in  question;  and  even  if  the  etidence  had 
been  aS  one  way,  as  to  the  user  of  the  right  of  road,  the 
presumption  of  the  grant  would  hove  been  rebutted  by 
the  evidence  which  was  offered  of  the  stale  of  the  title  at 
the  time  when  the  alleged  grant  was  supposed  to  have 
been  made.    The  learned  Judge,  therefore,  oiught  to  have 
directed  the  Jury  to  find  a  verdict  tot  the  plaintiff  on  the 
second  plea;  and,  at  aQ  events,  he  ought  not  to  have  told 
the  Jury  that  they  might  assume,  for  the  pmrposea  of  their 
▼erdict,  that  Anne  CowSshaw  had  Ihe  legal  right  to  make 
the  grant.     That  direction  was  calculated  to  lessen  the 
effect  of  the  evidence  on  the  minds  of  the  Jury,  and  enti- 
tles the  plaintiff  at  least  to  a  ne^  trial. 

Cur,  ode,  vuk. 

Yaughan,  B. — This  was  an  action  of  trespass  gmare 
claueumfregiig  in  which  the  defendant  pleaded  no  gene- 
ral issue,  but  three  special  pleas:  Jirsi^  a  prescriptive  right 
of  way ;  secondly,  that  Anne  CowUehaw,  being  seised  in  fee, 
granted  a  right  of  way  by  lost  deed ;  and  thirdly^  a  common 
highway.  The  first  and  third  pleas  were  properly  nega« 
tived  on  the  evidence  which  was  given  at  the  trial,  and  the 
only  question  therefore  was  upon  the  seccmd  plea,  upon 
which  the  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.    The 

(a)  Starkie's  Evid.  1218.  {h)  4  B.  &  A.  579. 
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present  is  an  application,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  E^ch.  of  Please 
enter  a  verdict  upon  the  issue  on  the  second  plea,  or  for  a  ^ 

new  trial:  in  the  consideration  of  which  question,  it  be-  Cowlishaw 
comes  material  to  refer  to  the  second  plea,  and  the  issue  cuesLyn. 
upon  that  plea.  The  second  plea  states,  that  Anne  Cow- 
lishaw  was  seised  in  fee,  and,  being  so  seised,  granted  the 
way  in  question  by  lost  grant;  and  the  replication  to  that 
plea  is,  simply,  that  she  did  not  grant  modo  etformd.  It 
was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  traverse  either  the  seisin 
of  Anne  CowUshau)  or  the  grant  by  her.  The  former  is 
traversed,  and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  and  to  the  Court, 
that  it  must  be  taken  against  the  plaintiff  conclusively  that 
she  was  seised  in  fee.  But  it  was  contended  for  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  evidence  was  admissible,  not  to  disprove  the 
seisin  of  Anne  CowUshaw,  but,  as  an  ingredient,  to  rebut 
the  existence  of  the  grant,  which  was  a  mere  presumption 
of  fact;  because,  if  she  had  no  authority  to  grant,  it  was 
unlikely,  under  such  circumstances,  that  she  should  have 
made  the  grant  It  is  a  satisfactory  answer  to  this  argu- 
ment, that  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  by  the  state  of  the 
pleadings,  and  therefore  cannot  be  received  to  contradict 
that  which  is  admitted  upon  the  record.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, evidence  to  negative  the  seisin  of  Anne  Cow- 
UshaUD  was  not  properly  receivable,  and  therefore  the 
learned  Judge  was  perfectly  correct  in  directing  the  Jury 
to  presume,  for  the  purposes  of  their  verdict,  that  Anne 
CowRshaw  was  seised  in  fee.  We  therefore  think,  that 
the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  should  be  dis- 
charged; but,  as  there  seems  to  have  been  conflicting  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  and  as  the  verdict  might  affect  the 
inheritance,  the  plaintiff  may  have  a  new  trial,  upon  pay- 
ment of  costs,  the  defendant  being  at  liberty  to  amend  his 
pleadings  as  he  shall  be  advised. 

Rule  accordingly. 

END  OF  EASTER  TERM. 
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N      y     "^  Loader,  qui  tatn,  v.  Thomas. 

ofthi$*Courtl*^  JLfEBT  for  penalties  upon  the  coal  act,  47  Geo.  3,  c.  68. 

where  a  new  The  cause  was  twice  tried.  Upon  the  first  trial,  the  plain- 

trial  is  granted,  *^  i 

the  party  who  tiff  recovered  a  verdict.  The  Court  granted  a  new  trial, 
both  trials  ken-  ^ut  the  rule  was  silcnt  as  to  the  costs.  Upon  the  second 
costf  of  iSth  *"^''  ^^®  plaintiff  again  recovered  a  verdict;  and  the  Mas- 
trials,  if  the  rule  ter,  in  the  taxation  of  costs,  allowed  the  plaintiff  double 

for  the  new 

trial  is  silent  costs  of  both  trials  uudcr  the  above  stat,  s.  150. 
Jea'of  costs. "         On  a  former  day,  TAesiger  moved  for  a  rule  calling  up- 

uiin  a"  totute  ®"  *®  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  whjethe  Master  should  not 

which  gives  rcvicw  his  taxation.     He  stated;^  that  the  costs  of  the  first 

doable  costs,  if.,  iti  ■■■»-  •  o   t       r^  n 

a  new  trial  be  trial  would  not  be  allowed  by  the  practice  of  the  Court  of 

granted,  no- 
thing being  said 

upon  the  subject  of  costs,  the  party  who  succeeds  upon  both  trials  is  entitled  to  double  costs  of  both 
trials. 
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King's  Bench,  although  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Com-  ^*^\^^'"' 
man  Pleeu  was  different ;  and  he  contended,  that  the  prac- 
tice of  the  former  Court  was  more  reasonable  than  that  of 
the  latter.  He  further  insisted,  that,  at  all  events,  the 
Master  should  allow  but  the  single  costs  of  the  first  trials 
as  that  had  been  set  aside. 

But  the  Courtt  after  consulting  the  Master,  were  of  opin* 
ion,  that  the  plaintiff  was,  in  such  a  case,  entitled,  by  the 
practice  of  this  Court,  to  the  costs  of  both  trials,  where 
the  rule  is  silent  as  to  the  costs  (a);  and  therefore  granted 
the  rule  upon  the  latter  ground  only. 

Gumey  now  shewed  cause. — By  the  practice  of  this 
Court  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  former 
trial.  In  this  respect,  the  practice  of  this  Court  and  of 
the  Court  .of  Common  Pleas  differs  from  that  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench.  The  costs  of  the  former  trial  are  there- 
fore costs  in  the  cause,  and  it  makes  no  difference  whether 
they  be  single  or  double  costs.  As  the  statute  upon  which 
this  action  proceeds  gives  double  costs,  it  is  clear  that  the 
plaintiff,  if  he  be  entitled  to  costs  at  all,  is  entitled  to 
double  costs. 

Thestger,  contra. — It  must  be  admitted,  that  where  the 
rule  is  silent  as  to  costs,  the  costs  of  both  trials  are  to  be  al- 
lowed to  the  party  who  is  successful  upon  both  trials.  But 
the  plaintiff  is  only  entitled  to  single  costs  of  the  first  trial  in 
this  case.  Upon  this  point  there  is  no  decision ;  and  upon 
principle,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  saddled  with  dou- 
ble costs  of  a  trial,  which  the  Court  has  decided  to  be  no 
trial.  Double  costs  being  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  are 
given  as  the  consequence  9f  a  binding  trial  only. 

Garrow,  B. — The  practice  of  this  Court  has  very  pro- 

(a)  See  Hullock  on  CosU.- 
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^^MJ^*^  periy  been  admitted  to  be  as  stated  by  die  Master  wbes 

the  rule  was  moved  for,  but  the  learned  oounsel  contends 
that  the  first  trial  was  no  trial.  That  isassuning  too  mudi^ 
for,  in  granting  a  new  trial,  the  Conrt  only  considers  that 
the  question  is  fit  for  further  consideratioB.  In  that  caae, 
common  sense  and  justice  go  along  with  the  pcactioe,  wfaicii 
gires  the  party  the  costs  of  both  trials  in  iHiidi  he  has 
succeeded.  I  cannoi  adqpt  the  suggestion  of  there  being 
a  diflferent  rule  for  the  taxation  of  the  costs  of  the  two 
trials.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  rule  dioidd  be 
discharged. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears 
to  me  that  the  act  of  Parliament  and  the  practice  ore  hu'^ 
peratiTe  upon  the  Court.  The  statute  in  question  j^vas 
double  costs.  Under  the  statute  of  Gimeesier,  I  appn^ 
bend  that  the  party  would  not  be  entitled  to  costs  (a);  and 
therefore,  if  he  be  entitled  to  costs,  it  must  be  under  die 
act  of  Parliament  upon  which  this  action  is  founded,  which 
gives  not  only  the  costs  of  suit  but  double  costs.  The 
practice  of  this  Court  is  admitted  to  diffier  from  that  of  the 
Court  o£King*s  Bench;  because,  in  the  latter  Court,  un*- 
less  something  be  said  with  respect  to  the  costs,  the  party 
succeeding  upon  the  first  trial  is  not  entitled  to  die  costs 
of  that  trial,  if  he  be  suceessfiil  upon  the  second  investiga^ 
tion  of  the  case.  But  in  the  Court  of  Commoii  Pleas,  and 
in  this  Court,  the  rule  is  difierent ;  and  the  party  who  sue- 


(a)  Where  the  statute  gives  a  pe- 
nalty to  the  party  grieved,  to  be  re- 
covered by  action,  bill,  plaint,  &c. 
this  being  a  duty  to  the  party,  vested 
before  action  brought,  he  shall  have 
costs  against  the  defendant,  because 
he  is  put  by  the  defendant  to  the 
(josts  and  trouble  of  a  suit;  but,  in 
a  tarn  quam  or  other  popular  action, 
where  the  duty  is  not  vested  till 


the  suit  or  information,  there  his 
interest  commencing  by  the  suit, 
and  not  by  a  debt  vested  before,  he 
shall  not  have  costs  against  the  de- 
fendant Company  ^  CmUen  m 
Yorkdiire  v.  Rudrnp  Skin.  363,  cit- 
ed per  Lord  Tenterden^  C.  J.,  in 
The  College  ofFhyudam  v.  flitm- 
$on,  9  B.  &  C.  529. 
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ceedU  upon  bodi  triftU  is  entitled  to  the  coats  of  faoth,  if  £»€%.  of  pimm» 

isdou 

the  rale  be  oknt  as  to  costs.  It  is  competent  for  the. 
Court,  on  granting  a  rule  for  a  new  triali  to  give  a  speeial 
direction  with  respect  to  the  coati,  if  there  be  any  hardship 
w  the  case;  but  nothing  of  that  deserip^n  was  done  in 
this  case*  These  co^  are  regulated  by  the  act  of  Parlia* 
ment,  and  there  is  no  difference  between  single  and  double 
costs.  It  is  adeoitted^  that»  in  this  Court,  the  costs  of  both 
trials  are  costs  in  the  cause,  and  the  act  of  Pariiament 
gives  double  instead  of  angle  costs, 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court.  The 
statute  gives  us  no  discretion,  but  filters  us.  If  we  could 
ezereise  a  discretion  here,  we  might  be  equally  called  upon 
to  exercise  our  discretion  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  single 
eosts  in  a  case  of  pecuUar  hardship.  We  are,  however, 
bound  by  the  act  of  Parlsament,  and  die  rule  must  be  dis*' 
charged. 

Bukdii 


The  Corporation  of  Stamford  v.  Pawlett. 

IIEBT  for  tolls.  At  the  trial,  before  ^fexajM^a^yL.C.B.,  a  grant  of  a 
at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  Miehaehuu  Term,  1829,  widi^MTexpfess 
the  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  ^■'^  ^^^"' 
opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  following  case^^  bie  toil,  though 

Queen  ilnne,  by  her  grant,  bearing  .date  in  the  13tb  tdi  be  specified. 
:year  of  her  reigq,  reciting,  that  by  a  writ  of  ad  quod  dam- 
num, and  ioquiskion  thereon,  it  bad  been  found  that  it 
would  not  be  to  the  prejudice  &c.,  if  the  Queen  granted 
to  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  capital  burgesses  otStam- 
ford,  and  their  successors,  licence  to  hold  two  fairs  or  mar- 
kets yearly  for  ever,  «»•  one  of  the  said  &if  s  on  &c.,  and 
the  other  of  the  said  fairs  on  the  Monday  nes^t  preceding 
the  1st  day  of  May,  for  the  buying  and  selling  of  aH  and 
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ExeK  of  Pieai,  all  manner  of  cattle  and  sheep,  and  all  and  all  manner  of 
^   ^goods,  wares,  and  merchandize,  commonly  sold  and  bought 

Corporation  of  in  fairs,  '*  Una  cum  curid  pedis  puherixati  ac  iolnetis  ei 
TAMFORD  prqflcuis  exinde  provenientibus  et  emergentibus^*'  granted 
Pawlett.  to  the  said  mayor  and  corporation  licence  to  hold  within 
the  said  town  two  fairs,  in  the  terms  of  the  inquisition^ 
^'  una  cum  curid  pedis  pulverizati  tempore  feriarum  pre^ 
dictarum,  ac  cum  omnibus  tolnetis  et  aliis  prqficuis  predic^ 
tisferiis  sive  nundinis  pertinentibus  et  spectantibus;*^  to 
have,  hold,  and  enjoy  the  said  fairs  or  markets  and  court 
of  piepowder,  "  et  ccetera  premissa^*  to  the  same  mayor, 
&c. 

In  pursuance  of  this  grant,  the  corporation  had  from 
the  period  of  the  grant  regularly  held  the  fairs  therein 
mentioned,  and  had  been  accustomed  to  receive  a  toll  of 
2d,perhetL&t  from  the  buyer  for.  every  beast  bought  in 
the  fair.  At  the  May  fair,  held  according  to  the  charter 
in  the  year  1828,  the  defendant  purchased  eight  beasts, 
for  which  the  toll,  amounting  to  Is,  4d.,  was  regularly  de- 
manded of  him  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  which  toll  the  defend- 
ant refused  to  pay. 

The  charter  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

RE  GIN  A  omnibus  ad  quos  ^c.  SaUm.  Cum  per  quan- 
dam  Inquisicoem  indentat.  capt.  apud  Bourne  in  Com,  nro. 
*  Lincoln^  quinto  die  Aprilis,  anno  regni  nri  decimo  tertio, 

virtute  cujusdam  Bris.  nri  de  ad  quod  dampnU  e  CanceUaria 
nra  nup  emanat,  Vicecomit.  comitatus  pidict.  direct,  et 
Inquisiconi  pi  diet  annex,  p  sacramentU  pbom  et  legUU 
hoium  comitatus  pi  diet,  comptum  sit,  quod  non  esset  ad 
dampnU  vel  pjudiciH  nri  aut  aUcujis  aL  psone,  nee  ad 
nocumentum  vicinaf.  /eriaf.  sive  nundin.  si  nos  concederc" 
mus  Majorif  Aldermannis  et  Capitat  Burgensibus  Ville  sive 
Burgi  de  Stamford  in  Bripidco  noiat,  et  successoribus  suis, 
Iticenciam  quod  ipsi  herent  et  tenerent  infra  villam  sive 
bur  gum  de  Stamford  pi  diet,  et  pidnct.  ejusdem  duos  Ferias 
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Mive  Nundin.  annuoHm  inppin  (vizLj  untim  dietaf  Feriar.  ^ck.  rf  PUat, 
sive  NutuUn.  sup  quemlibei  diem  Mortis  pxim.  pi  ceden.  feS"  ^ 

turn  site  diem  Purificationis  Bte  Marie  Virginis.  AnsUce    Corporation  of 

^11  1  ,  .         »,     .         .     ^^      .•  Stamford 

Candlemas-day,  et  aUeram  dua^  Ferta'^  stve  Nundtn.  super  «. 

Diem  Lune  pximpieeden.  primU  diem  Maii  pro  empcone  et  ^a^^*^*:- 
pendi^ane  oiftm  et  oimod  Averio'f  et  PecoT^  ac  oium  et  aimod. 
BonoTf,  Mercimamof  et  MercaiuUxaT^  colter  in  Feriis  site, 
Nundin.  empf  et  vendit.  una  cum  Cur.  Ped.  PulverizaU  ac 
Tolnet  et  frofic  exinde  pvenien.  et  emergen,  put  p  diet.  Bre. 
et  Inquisieon.  infilaeiis  Cancettarie  nre.  pi  diet  de  recordo 
remanen.  plenius  liquet  et  apparet.  Sciatis  modo  QuodNos 
de  gratia  nostra  spiali,  et  ex  certa  sciencia  et  mero  motu 
nris,  dedimus  et  concesstmus,  ac  p  pisentespro  nobis,  AerC' 
dibusetsuccessoribus  nris,  Damus  et  coneedimus  pi/at.  Meh 
jori,  Aldermannis,  et  Capital.  Burgensibus  FiUe  sive  Burgi 
Stamford  in  com.  nro.  Lincoln  pidiet.  et  successoribus  suis, 
lAcenliam  quod  ipsi  habeant  et  teneant  infra  ViUam  sive 
Burgum  de  Stamford pidict.  et  picinct.  ejusdem  duas  Ferias 
sive  Nundin.  annuatim  in^ppm  (viz.)  unam  duaf  Feria)^ 
sive  Nundin.  super  quemUbet  Diem  Martis  pxim  piceden* 
festum  sive  diem  Purificationis  Bte  Marie  Virginis,  An-: 
gliee  Candlemas-dayi  et  alteram  duaf  Feria'f  sive  Nun^ 
din.  super  Diem  Lune  pirn  piceden.  primC  diem  Maii  pro 
empcone  et  vendicdne  omim  et  omimod.  Averiot,  et  Pecot,  ac 
omiU  et  oimod.  Bonof  Mercimonioi^^  et  Mercandiza^  coUer 
in  Feriis  sive  Nundin.  empt.  et  vendit.  una  cum  Cur.  Ped. 
Pulcerizat.  tempore  Feria'^  p'dict.  ac  cd  oibus  Tohiet.  et  al.  * 

Profic.  fidictis  Feriis  sive  Nundin,  piinen.  et  spectan.  Ha^ 
bend,  tenend.  elgaudend.  pidict,  Ferias  sive  Nundin.  et  Cur. 
Ped.  Pulverizat.  et  ceterapimissa  svpluspplsentes  concess* 
seu  mena^nat.fore  concesi  eisdem  Majori,  Aldermannis  et 
Capitctt  Bnrgensibus  ViUe  sive  Burgi  de  Stamford  pidict,  et 
successoribus  suis,  ad  eoTf,  solum  etpprtu  opus  et  usum  imppm. 
Et  hoc  absq,  cUiquo  compute  vel  aliquo  alio  debito  no- 
bis,  heredibus  vel  successoribus  ncHs  pind  reddend.  solvend. 
velfaciend.  Quare  volumus,  ac  per  presentee  pro  nobis, 
heredibus,  et  successoribus  nrisfirmiter  injungendo  j^cipi- 
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Exeh,  a  Pleas,  mus  ei  mifuulamus  quod^dieL  Mfiffpr,  Ald^rmctfinu  et  C^ip^ 
-    iaL  BurgenMCM  Filfe  ihs  Burgi  4e  Stanford  ^dict*  ei  m9C^ 

Corporation  of  eessores  smi  habcani,  ieneani^  ei  ewtodiant^  et  bere^  tewfir^,  et 
v.^^^  euetodire  valeani  ef  posei$ti,  imfipm  pdicL  Ferial  ^hf 
Fawlbtt.  ffundin.  una  cum  Cur,  Fed*  PulvertMat.  ei  ceteris  ^mieeifi 
pdeiSi  Mdm  tenor^m  et  eeram  intencon^fm  ka^  Lrflf  nraf 
Paieneiu  absq.  moleet(ieQne»  perturbacin^,  gropamin^^  m^ 
c<nUradiecd»e  nr.  beredum  vel  succeseo^  nro^^  vel  aUquoff 
Viceoamiit^,  ^scaettt:^  BaUiPoft  Officiario^  sive  Mime- 
iraruM  nro^  heredum  vel  eueee$sorum  e^f  quorumcumq,  Et 
hoe  absq»  cdiquo  oL  Warranto^  Bri  vel  fice^s*  importerum 
in  ea  parte  peurand.  vel  obtinetid.  j^t  Ulterius  eolumus 
€Uf  p  psentes  pro  nobts^  beredibu0,  et  eueeeseoribuM  nriSf 
concedimus  plfai.  Magori,  AUbrmQnf  et  Capiialn  Burgen- 
eibus  ViUe  sive  Burgi  de  Stafnfordp\dict  et  succesfioribue 
euis,  quod  he  Lre  nre  Patentee  vel  Irrottdameni,  eafdem 
eini  et  eruwt  bon,  firth  vtUid.  99fffieief^.  et  effectual,  in  lege 
eiedem  Mafori,  AUermamUs  et  Capital,  Burgensibue  ViUe 
sfffe  Burgi  de  Staofford  p'dict,  et  euceeeeoribiis  euie,  $ecumr 
dum  veram  inteneonam  earundum.  In  ef/jfue  rei  §[€9  Teete 
Regina  apud  West,  deeimo  quinto  die  JunU. 

Per  Bre  de  Private  SigiU. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Cpu^t  ir9^%t  wb^ether 
the  above  toll  could  be  lawfully  tsikei)  under  this  graoit. 

Taunton^  for  the  plaintiffs*-^Tbe  objection  to  bf^  made 
on  the  part  of  the  de^indant  is,  that  no  sum  certnin  is  stat- 
ed in  the  grant  of  th.e  toll  in  question ;  and  that  no  such 
grant  can  be  goody  unless  the  amount  pf  the  toll  be  speci- 
fically set  forth.  To  support  this  objection  several  cases 
vill  be  cited»  which,  upon  examin^onj  will  be  foi^nd  nojt 
to  ^iply.  It  may  be  adipitt^d  as  a  general  proposition^ 
that  toll  is  not  necessarily  incident  to  a  fair  or  narket,  by 
which  must  be  understood,  that  toll  ml)  not  pass  by  4 
general  grant  of  market,  without  more,  but,  to  enable  the 
gntntee  to  take  toU,  there  must  be  99  express  grant  of  toll. 
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Corporalbn  df 

STAMFORD 

i. 

PAWLBft. 


This  is  Itfid  down  by  Chief  Bttron  Cvmyns,  title  Toll.    But  &>eA.  i^/*  I^&;m, 
K  k  denied  that  the  aMOUitt  of  the  toU  need  be  stated  k        ^^^' 
a  gtant  of  a  fair  of  market*    In  the  case  of  a  toll  tboroogh 
or  tnfn»  trhieh  is  against  common  right,  the  amount  of  the 
toll  must  be  specifiedi  but  the  toll  of  a  fair  or  market  is 
not  contrary  to,  but  consonant  with,  common  right.  The 
distinction  is,  that  the  amount  of  toll  in  a  fair  or  market 
need  not  be  specifically  mentioned  in  the  grant;  whereas, 
in  Ae  grant  of  a  toll  thorough,  or  other  toll  against  Com- 
mon right,  the  amount  of  toll  to  be  taken  must  ht  speci*- 
fled.    Heddy  v.  WheelhOuse  (a),  is  the  first  case  in  order 
of  time,  which  will  be  relied  upon  by  the  defendant    The 
facts  of  that  case  were  the  following: — ^King  Henry  7th, 
granted  to  the  mayor  and  burgesses  of  Northampian, 
unam  fettam  antmatim  to  be  holden  cum  ommhua  Uberta* 
iihun  ad  hujusntodi  feriam  spectcmL  eel  periinent.    The 
question  was,  whether  toll  passed  under  these  words.  Poph' 
ham,  Oaudfft  and  Fenner,  held  not;  for,  by  the  words, 
cum  ofnnibue  Ubertatibus,  toU  is  not  demandaUe ;  for  it  is 
not  incident  td  a  fair,  but  the  grantee  must  have  it  by  et* 
press  words  when  it  is  a  new  fair:  if  there  had  been  a  fiiir 
by  grant  or  prescription,  whereto  toll  had  been  paid,  and 
it  became  forfeited  to  the  king,  and  the  king  then  grants 
it  cum  omtdbue  liberiatibus  ad  huju$modi  feriam  ^pectani. 
the  grantee  should  have  toll,  for  toll  was  formerly  belong- 
ing thereunto.    The  amount  of  this  case  is,  that  as  toll 
was  not  mentioned  in  the  grant,  and  the  general  words 
cum  omnibus  libertatibus  et  cansuetudinibus  %c.  did  not 
include  toll,  and  no  such  word  as  tolnetie  &c.  was  used, 
the  toll  did  not  pass,  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  three 
Judges,  toll  not  being  necessarily  incidental  to  a  fair. 
They  held  that  the  grantee  must  hare  toll  by  express 
Words,  where  the  fair  is  new;  although,  if  a  fair  by  grant  or 
prescription,  to  which  a  moderate  toll  is  annexed,  be  for- 


(rt)  Cro.  Eliz.  5i8— 591 ;  Moor,  474. 
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Pawlett. 


^«*- ^  ''fetf',  feited  to  the  king,  and  the  king  grant  it  out  eum  ommlms 
^....^..J^  libertatibus  et  consuetudinibus  %c.^  the  grantee  shall  have 
Corporation  of  the  toll.    In  Heddti  V.  Wheelhouse,  therefore,  the  deci- 

Stamford         .  1,1 

V.  sion  was   merely,  that  as  there  was  no  express  grant, 

toll  did  not  pass  by  the  general  words.     The  2nd  Ingt.  (a) 
on  the  Stat.  West.  1 ,  will  also  be  cited  for  the  defendant. 
There  it  is  laid  down,  that  *'  if  the  king  grant  to  a  man 
a  fair  or  market,  and  grant  no  toll,  the  patentee  shall  have 
no  toll,  for  toll  being  a  matter  of  private  [advantage], 
for  the  benefit  of  the  lord,  is  not  incident  to  a  fair  or 
market  so  granted,  without  a  special  grants  as  was  ad- 
judged in  the  case  of  Northampton.'*    This  is  merely  a 
recognition  by  Lord  Coke  of  the  former  case,  which  it  is 
unnecessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  dispute*     The  case  otHol- 
loway  Tf  Smith  (b)  is  to  the  same  effect,  and  carries  the  doc- 
trine no  further  than  the  case  of  Heddy  v.  Wheelhoute. 
That  was  an  action  of  trespass,  in  which  the  defendant  jus- 
tified for  toll,  and  set  out  a  custom  in  Daventry  to  hold  a 
fair  on  St,  Matthew's  day,  and  to  take  toll,  and  that  Queen 
EUmabeih,  reciting  this,  granted  two  new  fairs  on  two  other 
days,  with  all  profits,  commodities,  emoluments,  liberties, 
and  free  customs  ad  h^usmodi  ferias  pertinent.     On  de- 
murrer, the  justification  was  holden  bad,  for  toll  is  not  in- 
cident of  common  right,  and  therefore  not  within  the 
words  of  reference;  and  being  new  fairs,  upon  which  no 
toll  is  granted  by  express  words,  the  custom  cannot  ex- 
tend them.  Holeroft  v.  Heel{c),  was  decided  upon  a  colla- 
teral point*    That  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  erecting 
a  new  market  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintifTs  market.     The 
grant  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  was  made  in  the 
10  W.  3,  in  these  words:  "  dedimus  et  concessimus  ^c. 
pre/at.  F.  M.  et  heredibus,  quod  habeant  et  teneant  tmum 
mercatumi  ac  etiam  duasferias  rive  nundinas  annuatim  ^c. 
una  cum  curia  pedis  pulveriiati^  ac  omnibus  Uberiatibus, 

(a)  220.  (b)  2  Sir.  1171.  (c)  1  B.  &  P.  400. 
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liberis  consueiucUinbus,  poiesiatihus^  custumagiis,  iheloniis^  Exch.  of  Pleat, 
staUagiiSf  piccagiis,  et  aliis  commoditalibus  ad  hujusmo-  ^ 

di  mercdiu^,/eri€U,  Me  nundinas,  et  curiam  pedis pulveri-    ^^^^^^^!^^^ 
zati  pertinenlibus  sive  speciantibus,'*    The  objection  was  v. 

taken,  that  no  specific  toll  was  mentioned  in  the  grant,  but 
no  judgment  was  given  upon  that  point,  the  Court  decid- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  was  barred,  the  defendant  having 
held  his  market  for  twenty-three  years  without  interrup- 
tion. In  Osbusion  v;  James  (a),  there  was  a  grant  of  two 
fiurs  by  Jac.  l^  cum  curid  pedis  pulverixaii,  cum  ommbus 
et  omnimodis  tolnet,  theUm.  custum.  €onsuetud.juribusJuris^ 
dictn  proficuisj  privilege  adiDantag.  commoditat*  et  emolu^ 
ment*  qusbuscunque  ad  hujusmodi/erias  et  cur.  pedis  puher, 
pertinent,  sive  spectant.  appendant,  site  consuet.  The 
exception  was  taken  there  that  toll  was  hot  expressly 
granted,  and  the  passage  firom  the  2  Inst,  was  cited.  Toll 
wasy  however,  clearly  granted  by  express  words,  but  the 
objection  must  have  been  that  the  amount  was  not  speci- 
fied. The  Court  gave  no  judgment  on  this  point,  as  they 
thought  the  replication,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  an  inhabitant  of 
the  duchy  oi Lancaster,  was  by  prescription  free  from  pay- 
ment of  toll  throughout  the  realm,  good.  In  the  case,  how- 
ever, of  Light/oot  V.  Lewnett  (6),  the  Court  held  the  grant 
bad  for  uncertainty.  That  was  an  action  of  trespass  for 
taking  two  steers,  the  defendant  justified  by  virtue  of  the 
king's  patent  of  grant  to  him  and  his  heirs,  that  he  should 
take  at  two  bridges  within  his  manor  of  Dancaster,  called 
St.  Martfs  Bridge  and  Willow  Bridge,  such  toll  for  the 
passage  of  beasts  as  is  used  to  be  taken  ibi  et  alibi  infra 
tegnum  AngluB,  rendering  rent  per  annum,  and  avers  that 
at  Boraughbridge  in  Com.  Ebor.  there  was  used  to  be 
taken  sixpence  for  every  score  of  beasts  there  passing;  and 
therefore,  one  shilling  toll  for  the  passage  of  forty  beasts; 
he  justifies  et  prays  aide  de  Roy.    The  plaintiff  replies, 

{a)  Lutw.  1377.  {h)  Cro.  Jac.  421. 
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Ai^^fiMi^  tbati  at  these  bridges,  never  any  toll  used  to  be  taken  ^ 
-*    wbereopon.  h  was  demurred.    And  now,  after  argamMt, 

^^n^to%^  it  waa  adjudged  that  he  sbould  be  ousted  ^e.  demde;  for 
V.  the  grant  of  such  toll  which  is  taken  ihi  ei  aUbi  infra  reg* 

pawlstt.  ^^  AngUm  b  uncertain  and  void ;  also  the  patent  that  he 
should  have  sndi  toll  whieh  had  been  used  to  be  paid  ibi 
vgl  alibit  %e4  and  he  averring  payment  at  another  place, 
but  not  there,  it  was  therefore  ill :  wherefore  it  waa  award- 
ed  that  he  should  answer  &c.  That  dedskm  proceeded 
upon  the  uncertainty  of  the  toU  described^  It  does  not 
apply  to  the  present  esse,  because,  here,  there  are  express 
worde  granting  the  toll,  and  the  only  objection  is,  that  the 
amount  of  the  tolls  is  not  expressly  stated*  With  respect 
to  this  objection,  the  case  of  the  Corporation  of  Mmden* 
hemdf  reeognized  by  Chief  Baron  Camyns,  tit.  ToU  Em 
is  an  eapress  authority  for  the  plaintiff.  ''  If  the  king  grants 
a  lair  or  market^  he  may  also  grant  to  the  grantee  to  take 
a  reasonable  sum  for  toll  (tf) :"  and  the  grant  will  be  good 
thongh  the  charter  does  not  express  the  sum  in  certain  (i). 
The  case,  therefore,  is  of  very  considerable  authority,  being 
sanctioned  by  that  learned  author,  who  states,  positively, 
that  the  grant  is  good.  That  case,  which  is  reported  in  Po^ 
mer  (c),  was  a  qUo  toarranto  agamst  the  CovpiMition  of  JUm^ 
denkead,  daiming  certain  privileges  and  finmohises,  and  a 
market,  with  pickage,  stallage,  toll,  &e.f  and  it  appeared  that 
J?tffiry  6th,  by  his  charter  incorporating  AfaM^nA^Odf,  grant* 
ed  to  them  and  their  successors,  quod  habertnt  mercaiml^ 
quoUbei  die  Itaue  proui  ante  habuUseni,  simml  eum  U^lmeiOt 
phiagiOi  staUag%Oy€um  omnibuMoUiscommoditaiiiuietemo-' 
ktmeniis  ad  hujutmodi  mereaium  aeeidenMus,  emergenH- 
busf  she  eoniingeniibus.  The  objection  waa,  that  the  toH 
ought  to  be  specially  granted,  as  toll  was  not  inoident  of 
common  right*  MmUague^  C.  J.,  held,  that  the  grant  ought 
to  appoint  how  much  should  be  taken  for  t^oll,  how  muok 


(a)  Palm.  76.  (c)    Per  3  Just.  Mont,  contrtit 

(6)  Mo.  474.  Pal.  86. 
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for  pickage,  and  how  much  for  stallage.    Newberry ^  who   E^^ufPieat,. 
was  counsel  ui  the  case,  said,  that  the  opinions  of  the  three  ^ 

Judges  were,  that  the  toll  was  well  granted,  notwithstanding  Corporadon  of 
the  amount  of  money  to  be  paid  for  toll  was  not  express*  _  o 
ed;  but  Montagfte,  C.  J.,  was  contrary.  Also,  he  said, 
that  no  judgment  was  given  for  the  king  in  this  case,  but 
that  the  Corporation  -should  enjoy  their  privileges  not* 
withstanding  this  action  brought.  In  that  case,  several  in* 
stances  are  put  of  grants  similar  to  the  one  then  in  discus- 
sion, and  almost  every  market-toll  in  the  country  is  held  by 
the  same  tenure.  In  the  charters  which  have  come  be* 
fore  the  Courts  in  modem  cases,  the  grants  are  in  terms 
nearly  similar  to  the  present.  In  Prince  v.  Lewis  {a),  which 
was  an  action  that  excited  great  interest,  the  grant  of  Charles 
Sndf  was  only  a  general  grant  of  tolls.  The  Court  o{  King's 
Bench  there  held,  that  the  action  was  not  maintainable,  be- 
eause  the  market  had  been  applied  to  other  objects,  and 
sufficient  room  was  not  left  for  the  purposes  of  the  market. 
But  there  would  have  been  a  much  shorter  mode  of  deciding 
that  case,  if  the  defendant  could  have  said  the  grant  is  void 
because  it  does  not  mention  the  amount  of  the  tolls.  In 
Curwen  v.  Salkeld(b),  the  terms  of  the  grant,  as  set  forth  in 
the  report,  contain  no  specification  of  the  amount  of  the  toll, 
but  are  sinular  to  the  grant  in  question.  There  are  many 
other  instances  to  be  found  in  the  Reports,  in  which  the 
grants  are  general,  like  the  present.  To  hold  the  present 
grant  bad,  would  therefore  overturn  almost  every  raarket- 
^U  in  the  country. 

It  may  be  said,  however,  that  such  a  general  right  to 
Cake  tolls  without  limitation  may  be  liable  to  abuse,  as 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  oppression  of  the  king's 
subjects.  This  argument  cannot  prevail,  because  any 
such  abuse  would  incur  a  forfeiture  of  the  fianchise* 
Outrageous  toll  is  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  land,  and  is 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  363.  {h)  3  East,  539. 
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Egek.  cf  pums,  expressly  prohibited  by  the  stat.  WesL  I,  c.  31 ;  and  it  is 

^     laid  down  in  all  the  books,  that  such  abuse  incurs  a  forfeit 

Corponti<m  of   ture.    It  is  not  an  answer  to  this  armament  to  ask.  who  is  to 

Stamvokd  . 

V.  put  the  Attomey-Greneral  m  motion,  because  the  grantee 

FAWLtTT.      -^  ^^^  ^^ly  ijg^i^  ^  ^Q  information  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown, 

but  also  to  a  special  action  on  the  case  by  any  frequenter 
of  the  market  who  has  paid  toll  (a). 

Denman,  for  the  defendant. — ^The  present  grant  b  too 
uncertain  for  any  person  to  derive  any  certain  interest  un- 
derit.  ''Everyone/' says  Lord  Coiltf(i),''that  hathafairor 
market,  ought  to  have  it  by  grant  or  prescription.   If  the 
king  grant  to  a  man  a  fair  or  market,  and  grant  no  toU,  the 
patentee  shall  have  no  toll;  for  toll,  being  a  matter  of  pri- 
vate [advantage]  for  the  benefit  of  the  lord,  is  not  incident  to 
a  fair  or  market  so  granted,  without  a  special  grant,  as  it 
was  adjudged  in  the  case  of  Northampton;  for  such  shall  be 
accounted  a  free  fair  or  market;  and  there  it  was  also  ad- 
judged, that  after  such  a  grant  made,  the  king  cannot  grant 
a  toll  to  such  fair  or  market,  without  quid  pro  quo,  some 
proportionable  benefit  to  the  subject.    Lastly,  it  was  there 
resolved,  that  if  the  toll,  granted  with  the  fair  or  market, 
be  unreasonable  or  outrageous,  the  grant  of  toll  is.void, 
and  the  fair  or  market  free."    The  position  for  the  defend- 
ant is,  that,  to  entitle  a  grantee  to  toll,  there  must  be  a  cet^ 
tain  toll  granted.     It  is  conceded  by  the  other  side  that  toll 
b  not  incident  to  a  fair  or  market  of  common  right,  and  that 
there  must  be  an  express  grant  of  tolL    In  the  case  of  Hed* 
dy  V.  WheeUumae  (c),  the  word  **  toll**  was  not  used,  but  the 
word  eomuetudinibuSf  the  word  used,  would  have  carried  toU, 
had  there  been  any  thing  in  that  grant  to  which  consuetu- 
dimbus  might  have  been  referred,  to  make  the  grant  cer* 
tain.    That  case,  therefore,  does  not  turn  on  the  omission 
of  the  word  toll,  but  on  the  uncertainty  of  the  grant.    It 

(a)  F.  N.  B.  94;  2  Inst.  220;  (6)  2  Inst.  220. 

4  Rep.  94  b.  (c)  Cro.  £liz.  558;  Moor,  474. 


Pawlett, 


TRINITY  TERM,  11  GEO.  IV.  AND  1  WILL.  IV.  67 

is  not  a  decision  expressly  in  point,  but  is  valuable  as  adopt-*  Bxeh.^pitaM, 
ing  the  general  principle,  that  the  toll  must  be  certain.  In  v....^^^!^ 
Osbustan  v.  JamesCa).  there  was  no  decision,  but  the  doc-  Corporation  of 
trine  of  Lord  Coke  {b)  was  fiilly  recognized.  The  expres-  ^  «. 
sion  at  the  end  of  that  case  is: — "  Nul  toll  est  expressement 
grant  per  ies  iettres  patents,  et  sans  express  grant  nul  est 
due  per  le  ley,  come  2  Inst.  220,  et  autres  Uvres  sont.  Le 
grant  id  est  ove  touts  tolls  ^c.  spectan.  sive  pertinen.  ap- 
penden^sive  consuet.  talibusferiis,  et  nul  toll  est  appendant 
ou  appurtenant  al  asifaW,  et  ne  poit  estre  dit  accustome  d* 
estre  pay  al  ase^fair,  forsqae  per  prescript  de  temp  d^oni 
^c^  que  duissoit  aver  estre  averr,  et  le  ley  neprist  asc*  notice 
de  ceo!"  The  Court  decided  that  the  replication  was  good, 
without  deciding  upon  the  validity  of  the  plea,  imd  the 
expression  in  the  case  (admitting  that  the  plea  was  good) 
does  not  mean  that  the  Court  decided  it  to  be  good,  but, 
that,  assuming  it  to  be  good,  the  replication  was  sufB* 
cient.  HoUoway  v.  Smith,  and  Hokroft  v«  Heel,  do  not 
touch  the  question.  In  lAghtfoot  v.  Lennet,  however,  the 
Court  went  much  further ;  for,  in  that  case,  the  grant  was 
of  such  toll  as  was  used  to  be  taken  ibi  et  alibi  in  England, 
which  at  least  had  reference  to  something.  The  pleadings 
referred  to  the  usage  of  a  neighbouring  bridge,  and  yet 
the  Court  held  the  grant  uncertain  and  void.  That  grant, 
however,  was  much  less  uncertun  than  the  present.  There 
was  something,  which,  by  reference,  would  make  the  toll 
certain,  and  therefore  that  case  is  a  distinct  authority  for 
the  defendant,  and  entitled  to  far  more  consideration  than 
the  case  of  the  Corporation  ot  Maidenhead,  which,  at  best, 
is  but  the  judgment  of  three  Judges,  against  the  opinion 
of  the  Chief.  The  grant  in  that  case  is  a  grant  of  tolls, 
praut  ante  habuissent  et  nunc  habent,  and  so  had  a  dis- 
tinct reference  to  the  amount  of  toll  which  had  been  be- 
fore, and  then  was,  received.  The  plea  contained  an  aver- 

(a)  Latw.  1377.  (6)  2  Inst.  820.  (c)  2  Inst.  220. 
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Exeh.  of  puatt  ment  that  a  toll  certain  had  been  collected  for  some  years. 

1830. 

^     There  was  a  demurrer  on  the  ground  of  uncertainty,  and 

Corporation  of   the  Court  decided  that  the  grant  was  not  uncertain,  because 

Stamford  , 

.V.  the   amount  of  toll  is  easily  ascertained,  the  toll  being 

granted  as  it  had  been  received,  and  the  averment  shew- 
ing what  amount  had  actually  been  received.  Under  these 
circumstances,  Afon/oigffe'^  judgment  is  strong  to  shew  how 
far  the  doctrine  of  certainty  with  respect  to  tolls  was  car- 
ried by  him,  but  the  decision  of  the  other  three  Judges 
does  not  affect  the  argument  for  the  defendant,  because 
the  averment  in  the  plea  gave  a  standard  by  which  the 
•toll  to  be  taken  could  be  ascertained.  It  would  be  incon- 
venient to  make  the  reasonableness  of  toll  a  matter  of  in* 
quiry  under  a  grant  like  the  present.  On  the  question 
of  such  reasonableness,  would  the  toll  be  Variable  from 
time  to  time  according  to  circumstances,  or  would  it  be  one 
invariable  fixed  sum  at  all  periods  ?  An  unreasonable  toH 
may  not  be  outrageous,  at  least  not  so  as  to  fall  within  the 
statute  of  We^L  I,  to  incur  a  forfeiture  of  the  franchise. 

The  words  of  the  grant  are  the  tolls  &c«,  pnediciis  fe- 
,rjt«  belonging:  but  these  are  new  fairs.  What  then  can  be 
said  to  be  the  toll  belonging  to  them?  Nothing  could  be- 
long to  them,  and  therefore  nothing  could  be  granted.  The 
present  grant  does  not  contain  the  words  ''  hujmmodi  fe* 
riis"  which  might  be  said  to  refer  to  the  £sdrs  in  the  neigh* 
bourhood. 

Certainty  is  required,  not  only  in  a  grant  of  tolls  but  in 
every  other  grant.  A  grant  shall  be  void  if  it  be  totally 
uncertain  (a).  But  if  the  king's  grant  refer  to  another 
thing  which  is  certaiuj  it  is  sufficient ;  for  id  cerium  est  qmod 
cerium  reddi  poieei,  as  if  he  grant  to  a  city  &c.  all  liberties 
which  London  has,  without  saying  what  liberties  London 
has  (&).  But  it  is  otherwise  where  there  is  nothing  to  aa* 
tisfy  the  words  of  reference,  as  if  the  king  grant  to  another 

(«)  Com.  Dig.  (E)  14.  {b)  Com.  Dig,  Grant  (G)  5. 
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to  hold  pleas  before  his  buli£p8  &c.«  and  he  had  no  such  B*eh'  of  PUat, 

1830. 
officers  before  the  grant,  he  cannot  make  them  (a).    There  ^ 

m  a  distinction  between  the  case  of  a  grant  by  a  private  Corporation  of 
person  of  his  own  property,  and  a  grant  by  the  king  of  a 
chai^  upon  his  subjects;  in  the  former  case,  it  is  to  be 
construed  againit  the  grantor;  in  the  latter,  it  must  be 
construed  most  strictly  for  the  subject.  But  eren  were 
this  the  case  of  a  grant  between  subject  and  subject,  the 
words  would  be  insensible  and  the  grant  void.  It  is,  how- 
ever, a  grant  from  the  Crown,  which  has  reference  to  some^ 
thing  not  in  existence,  and  therefore  there  is  nothing  with 
which  the  subject  can  be  charged. 

TauiUon,  in  reply. — ^There  is  no  express  mention  otioU 
in  any  of  the  cases  alluded  to,  except  in  the  case  of  the  Cor- 
poration of  ilfaid^iiAeaJ,  upon  which  the  plaintifis  rely; 
and  that  was  the  ground  upon  which  in  all  the  other  cases 
it  was  holden  that  the  claim  could  not  be  supported.  The 
case  in  Palmer  b  entitled  to  consideration,  and  should 
give  the  rule  in  the  present  case,  as  all  the  other  decisions 
are  distinguishable,  and  no  contravening  authority  has  been 
produced.  Many  instances  of  grants  of  tolls  in  general 
words  like  the  present,  have  been  adduced  for  the  plaintiff; 
but  for  the  defendant  no  grant  of  market  toll  or  fair  toll  has 
been  or  can  be  ehcwn,  where  the  exact  sum  is  specifically 
set  oat. 

As  to  the  argument  for  the  defendant,  from  the  diffi* 
culty  and  inconvenience  which  it  is  supposed  might  arise 
on  the  question  of  what  toll  is  or  is  not  reasonable  under 
such  a  grant;  it  should  be  observed,  that  just  the  same  in- 
convenience and  difficulty  would  arise  though  the  amount 
were  specified,  as  the  king  carmot  grant  an  unreasonable 
toll,  and  it  must  always  be  a  question  under  every  grant 
which  specifies  a  sum  certain,  whether  such  sum  be  or  be 
not  a  reasonable  toll. 

Cur.  adf).  vidt^ 

(«)  2  Roll  196,  C.  41. 
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Exeh.  of  Pkas^      AlexandeRj  L.  C.  B.,  HOW  delivered  the  judgment  of 
sJ!^^    the  Court:— 

Corporation  of       This  was  an  action  in  which  the  Corporation  of  Siam^ 

c,.  ford  sought  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  as  the  pur- 

Pawlett.      chaser  of  eight  beasts,  at  a  fair  holden  at  that  borough 

immediately  before  the  Ist  day  of  Majfy  ISSS,  the  sum  of 

Is.  M.,  after  the  rate  of  Scf.  for  each  beast. 

At  the  trial,  before  me,  in  the  county  of  MkkBesex,  the 
Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Court  on  a  special  ease^,  The  case  states  a 
charter  of  Queen  Atme  in  the  13th  year  of  her  reign,  by 
which  her  Majesty  grants  to  the  Corpcwation  of  Stamford 
a  Ucence  to  hold  two  fairs  or  markets  yearly,  one  of 
the  fairs  on  the  Monday  next  preceding  the  1st  day  of 
JIfay,  for  the  buying  or  selling  of  cattle  and  sheep^  and 
other  goods  and  merchandize,  with  a  court  of  pie-poudre^ 
and  the  tolls  and  profits  from  the  fair  and  court  proceed- 
ing and  arising.  I  shall  have  occasion,  presently,  to  state 
with  mor^  exactness  the  terms  of  this  grant*  The  case 
then  proceeds  further  to  state,  that,  in  pursuance  of  this 
grant,  the  Corporation  have,  from  time  to  time,  regularly 
held  the  fairs  therein  mentioned,  and  have  been  accua- 
tomed  to  receive  a  toll  of  2d.  per  beast,  from  the  buyers  of 
every  beast  sold  in  the  market.  It  further  states  the  pur- 
chase by  the  defendant  of  the  eight  beasts,  and  demand  of 
the  toll  in  question,  and  a  refusal  by  the  defendant  to  pay 
it. 

It  is  not  disputed,  that,  from  the  date  of  the  charter  to 
the  present  time,  the  precise  toll  now  claimed  has  been 
actually  received :  neither  is  it  contended,  that  this  is  an 
unreasonable  toll.  It  is  admitted,  that,  if  the  Corporation 
have  authority  to  levy  any  toll,  the  amount  of  this  toll  fur- 
nishes no  objection  to  it.  The  present  point  which  has 
been  discussed  is  this :  whether,  when  the  Crown  grants 
n  fair  or  market,  with  accustomed  tolls,  but  without  speci- 
fying any  particular  sum  or  occasion,  the  grantee  may 
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quire  upon  certain  transactions  a  reasonable  toll.    The   ^^^^f*^' 
plaintiffi  assert  the  aflSrmative  of  this  propositiouj  and  the 
defendant  asserts  the  negative. 

It  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  course 
of  the  discussioui  that  the  grant  of  a  fair  or  market,  with 
the  usual  liberties^  or  customs,  privileges,  or  profits,  would 
not  authorize  the  grantee  to  levy  even  a  reasonable  toll. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, that  if  the  sovereign  granted  a  fair  or  market, 
with  toll,  specifying  the  sum  and  the  occasion,  and  it  was 
not  unreasonable,  the  grantee  would  be  entitled  to  reco- 
ver it.     The  controversy  has  arisen  here,  because  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  are  diflferent  from  both  of  those  to 
which  I  have  referred.    It  is  mesne  between  them.    The 
claim  is  founded,  not  on  a  grant  of  a  fair  or  market,  with 
only  the  general  words,  ^*  liberties,  privileges,  customs,  or 
profits,"  but  the  word  "  tolls  "  is  expressly  introduced  into 
it.    On  the  other  .hand,  no  authority  is  given  to  require 
and  take  any  sum  distincdy  specified. 

The  question  then  is,  whether,  when  the  Crown  grants 
a  market  witii  toHs,  not  specifymg  them,  the  grantee  can 
require  any?  It  is  proper  first  to  mention  the  documents 
which  raise  thb  question.  A  writ  of  ad  quod  damnum,  in 
the  12th  year  of  Queen  Anne's  reign,  required  the  Sheriff 
o{ Lincoln  to  inquire  by  the  oaths  of  lawful  men,  whether,  if 
she  granted  to  the  corporation  of  Stanfford  licence  to  hold 
within  the  town  and  borough  o(  Stamford,  two  fairs  or  mar- 
kets for  buying  and  selling  beasts,  and  cattle,  and  other  goods 
and  merchandize  commonly  in  fairs  and  markets  bought  and 
sold,  together  with  courts  of  pie-poudre,  and  tolls  and  pro* 
fits  tiierefrom  arising  and  happening,  it  would  be  to  the  pre- 
judice of  her  majesty,  or  others,  or  of  neighbouring  fairs  and 
markets.  The  inquisition  is  produced,  and  it  returns  that 
it  will  not  be  to  the  prejudice  of  the  queen  or  any  other 
person,  or  of  the  neighbouring  .fairs  or  markets,  if  the 
queen  should  grant  to  the  Corporation  licence  to  hold 
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Exch.  of  PUatt  within  the  borough  two  fiiirs  or  markets  for  buying  and 
*^  ^  '  >  selling  all  beasts  and  cattle,  and  all  manner  of  goodsj 
Corporation  of  wares,  and  merchandize  commonly  sold  in  markets,  toge* 
ther  with  courts  of  pie-poudre,  and  tolk  and  profits  there- 
firom  arising  and  happening.  The  charter  recites  the  in- 
quisition, and  grants  the  fairs  and  court  of  pie-poudre, 
with  all  tolls  and  other  profits,  ac  eum  omnibus  tolnetis  et 
alHs  prqficuis  predictis  Jeriis  sive  nundmU  periimenip' 
bus  et  speetantibus.  The  controversy  is,  whether  these 
words  **  iolnetis  predictis  ferOs  sive  nundinis  pertineth 
tibus"  can  have  any  meaning  or  operation,  where  no 
specific  toll  or  sum  to  be  received  is  mentioned.  It  seems 
extraordinary,  that  such  words  should  be  introduced  at 
all,  if  by  law  they  must  be  entirely  inoperative;  and  this 
would  become  more  extraordinary,  if  the  charters  express^ 
ed  in  similar  terms  were  very  numerous.  However,  if  this 
has  been  the  rule  laid  down  and  acted  upon,  our  duty 
would  require  that  we  should  adhere  to  it.  It  is  our  duty 
stare  decisis*  What  we  have  had  therefore  to  ascertain 
is,  whether,  as"  it  has  been  contended,  the  authorities  have 
decided,  that  a  grant  of  tolls  feriis  pertinetUibus  has  no 
meaning  or  effect  whatever,  unless  the  charter  also  sped* 
fies  the  amount  of  the  toll. 

The  earliest  case  which  has  been  cited  is  that  of  Hed^ 
dy  V.  Wheelhause,  reported  in  Croke  Elix.  568^  591  ^ 
about  the  year  1596.  There  the  charter  granted  to  the 
mayor  and  burgesses  of  Northamptanj  "  unamferiam  cum 
{minibus  Ubertaiibus  et  liberis  consuetudinibus  ad  hffus- 
modi  feriam  spectantibus  vel  pertinentibusJ*  The  argu* 
ment  for  the  plaintifi",  who,  in  this  case,  resisted  the  toll, 
was,  that  there  were  not  any  words  of  grant  of  toll,  that 
toll  was  not  a  liberty  or  custom  of  common  right  apper* 
taining  to  a  fair,  and  therefore  that  it  passed  not  by  the 
general  words:  *^  cum  omnibus  Ubertaiibus  et  liberis  con* 
suetudinibus."*  The  defendants,  who  sustained  the  tdlf 
said,  that  toll  was  of  common  right*     It  was  not  decided 
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upon  the  first  argument,  but  Popham  said,  toll  was  not  in-  Exek,  of  Pieat, 
cident  to  a  fair.  He  added,  *'  questionless,  the  king  may 
grant  a  fair,  and  that  toll  shall  be  paid*"  When  the  cause 
came  on  again,  three  Judges,  of  whom  Chief  Justice  Pop 
ham  was  one,  were  of  opinion  that  these  words  **  liberties 
and  customs  "  did  not  authorize  the  demand  of  toll,  be- 
cause toll  was  not  incident  to  a  fair ;  but  they  were  also 
of  opinion,  that,  by  express  words  in  the  King's  grant,  the 
grantee  may  have  toll.  This  case  is  not  useful  to  either 
party.  It  decides  that  the  words  **  liberties  and  customs*' 
wiQ  not  carry  toU  The  Judges  are  of  opinion,  that  the 
King  may  grant  a  fair  with  toll,  and  they  do  not  say  that 
the  toll  must  be  specified,  and  that  such  specification  is  es- 
sential to  the  grant. 

The  next  authority  in  point  of  time  mentioned,  is  the 
passage  from  Lord  Cokeys  commentary  on  the  statute  of 
Wesiminster  1,  c.  31,  p.  220  of  the  2nd  InMlittUe,  ''every 
one  that  hath  a  fair  or  market,  ought  to  have  it  by  grant 
or  prescription*  If  the  king  grant  to  a  man  a  fair  or  mar- 
ket, and  grant  no  toll,  the  patentee  shall  have  no  toll,  for 
toll  being  a  matter  of  private  [advantage],  for  the  benefit  of 
the  lordj  is  not  incident  to  a  fair  or  market  so  granted, 
without  a  special  grant,  as  it  was  adjudged  in  the  case  of 
Northampton^  for  such  a  fair  or  market  is  accounted  a  free 
&ir  or  market,  and  there  it  was  also  resolved,  that,  after 
such  a  grant  made,  the  king  cannot  grant  a  toll  to  such  a 
free  fair  or  market,  without  quid  pro  quo,  some  proportion- 
able benefit  to  the  subject.  Lastly,  it  was  there  resolved, 
that  if  the  toll  granted  with  the  fair  or  market  be  outrageous 
or  unreaaonable,  the  grant  of  the  toll  is  void,  and  that  the 
same  is  a  free  market  or  fair."  This  opinion  of  that  great 
lawyer  is  just  as  equivocal  upon  the  point  in  question,  as 
the  case  I  have  just  mentioned,  which  is  in  fact  the  same 
case,  on  which  his  opinion  proceeds.  You  see  clearly, 
that  if  the  king  do  not  use  the  word  toll,  or  some  equiva- 
lent expression,  the  grnitee  shall  have  no  toll,  but  you  do 
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^  '  ^    must  be  specified. 
Corpondon  of       The  next  case  cited  is  that  of  lAqhtfoot  v.  Lennett. 

Stamford  "o    i/  » 

V.  which  occurred  in  the  15th  Jac.  the  Ist,  I6I89  reported 

in  2nd  Croke,  421  •  Nothing  can  be  inferred  from  it  other 
than  that  a  grant  of  toll  thorough,  with  such  toll  as  used 
to  be  taken  there  or  elsewhere  in  England,  is  void  for  un- 
certainty ;  the  words  are,  ibi  ei  alibi  infra  Anglue  regnum. 
The  uncertainty  here  is  manifest,  and  the  ground  of  deci- 
sion unanswerable.  The  grant  did  not  specify  a  sum, 
but  pointed  at  a  measure,  at  a  scale,  which  it  was  impossi-^ 
ble  to  apply. 

The  case  next  in  point  of  time  is  the  case  in  Palmer ,  a 
quo  warranto  against  the  Corporation  of  Maidenhead,  in 
the  17th  of  James  the  Ist,  the  year  1619.  It  is  a  long 
case,  and  many  points  were  detailed  in  it.  The  abuse  of 
the  charter  granted  by  the  king  was  one  of  the  grounds 
on  which  it  was  sought  to  repeal  it,  and  among  the  abuses 
complained  of  was  the  taking  toll.  For  the  quo  warranto 
it  was  contended,  that  toll  is  not  incident  to  a  market, 
that  the  patent  ought  to  express  what  sum  ought  to  be 
paid  for  the  toll,  otherwise  it  is  void  for  uncertainty  (p. 
88);  and  the  grantee  of  the  market  shall  not  be  himself  the 
judge  how  much  he  shall  demand  for  toll.  On  the  other 
side  it  was  said,  that  there  was  a  distinction  between  those 
tolls  that  are  against  common  right,  in  which  class  are 
enumerated  toll  thorough  and  toll  turn,  (a  toll  taken  on 
the  return  of  cattle  unsold  from  market),  where  the  sum 
ought  to  be  expressed  in  the  charter,  and  tolls  which  are 
not  against  common  right,  as  in  a  grant  of  a  market  with 
toll,  where  the  toll  is  due,  though  the  sum  be  not  ex- 
pressed. The  result  of  the  discussion  upon  this  point  is 
stated  by  the  reporter,  Sir  Gefrey  Palmer,  to  be,  as  he  was 
informed  by  the  counsel,  ''  that  the  toll  was  well  granted, 
though  the  quantity  of  money  for  each  thing  was  not  ex* 
pressed,  according  to  the  opinion  of  three  of  the  Judges 
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against  the  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Montague;  and  that,  ^Cn^*  qf  Pi^as, 
in  factj  the  Corporation  continued  to  enjoy  their  privi- 
leges."   There  is  here  the  opinion  of  three  Judges  to  one, 
on  the  very  point.    As  to  the  result  of  the  cause»  the  Crown 
failed  in  obtaining  judgment  in  the  action. 

The  next  authority  in  the  order  of  time  which  has 
been  cited  is  that  of  Osbuston  v.  James,  from  2  Lut' 
wffche,  1S77,  in  the  4th  year  of  James  the  Snd.  The 
book  does  not  report  much  discussion  either  at  the  bar  or 
upon  the  Benchj  but  states  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on 
the  point  which  decided  the  cause.  It  was  an  action  of 
trespass  for  seizing  two  lambs.  .  The  defendant  pleaded 
in  bar,  a  justification  under  a  charter  of  «/itxi»eff  the  1st,  by 
which  that  prince  granted  two  fairs  with  a  court  of  pie- 
poudre, with  all  and  every  sort  of  toll,  iolnetis  et  ihedhniist 
followed  by  the  usual  words  of  customs,  usages,  rights,  ju- 
risdictions, profits,  to  the  fairs  or  court  of  pie-poudre  be- 
longing or  regarding.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  was 
an  inhabitant  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  and  that  all  the 
inhabitants  of  the  duchy,  from  time  whereof  the  memory 
of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  were  free  and  discharged 
firom  all  ^tolls  for  theur  goods  and  chattels  in  all  fidrs  and 
markets  through  the  whole  kingdom.  To  this  replication 
the  defendant  demurred.  It  was  objected  to  the  plea  in 
bar,  first,  that  no  toll  was  expressly  granted  by  the  char- 
ter. But  the  book  states  that  the  Court,  admitting  that 
the  plea  in  bar  was  good,  were  of  opinion  that  the  pre- 
scription discharging  the  inhabitants  of  the  duchy  was  al- 
so good,  and  therefore  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in 
the  action.  Thb  certainly  is  no  decision  against  the  plain- 
tiffs* argument,  but  rather  inclines  the  other  way;  inas- 
much as,  in  deciding,  the  Court  rejects  the  ground  of  the 
invalidity  of  the  charter,  and  proceeds  upon  the  validity 
of  the  prescription,  which  is  an  answer  to  the  claim  of  toll, 
though  it  had  been  legally  granted. 
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^*eii.  ofPieoif  The  next  case  is  that  of  HoUoway  y.  Smithy  in  2nd 
^  ^  '  ^  Strange,  1171j  in  the  year  1733.  It  is  thus  reported: — 
Corporation  of   '*  Jq  trespass,  the  defendant  justifies  a  distress  for  toll* 

Stamford  «-       '  i» 

V.  and  sets  forth  a  custom  o(  Daventry,  to  hold  a  fair  on  St 

Tawlett.  Augustine* s  day,  and  take  toll ;  that  queen  ElMabeth,  recit- 
ing all  this,  had  granted  them  two  new  fairs,  one  on  the 
Tuesday  after  Easter ,  and  the  other  on  St.  Matthew^s  day, 
with  all  profits,  commodities,  emoluments,  liberties,  and  free 
customs,  adhujusmodiferiaspertinentibus.  On  demurrer, 
the  justification  was  held  ill,  for  toll  is  not  incident  of  com- 
mon right,  and  therefore  not  within  the  words  of  reference  { 
and  being  new  fairs,  upon  which  no  toll  is  granted  by  ex- 
press words,  the  custom  cannot  extend  to  them;  so  the 
plaintiff  had  judgment.**  It  is  clear,  that  this  case  is  no 
authority  against  the  Corporation.  The  word  toU  is  not 
in  the  grant,  and  this  case  is  in  exact  coincidence  with 
those  which  had  previously  decided  that  the  general  words, 
profits,  emoluments,  and  other  equivalent  Words,  will  not 
Supply  the  want  of  the  word  toll;  but  it  does  not  decide^ 
that,  if  that  word  be  used  and  toll  be  given  in  direct  termsi 
it  may  not  be  taken. 

The  next  case  cited  in  chronological  order  is  Uolerafl 
V.  Heei^  in  the  1st  of  Bosanquet  and  Puller's  Reports,  400^ 
in  the  year  1789.  It  was  an  action  on  the  case,  for  erect- 
ing a  market  within  three  miles  of  the  plaintiff's  market, 
whereby  he  lost  a  large  sum  of  money,  which  he  would 
otherwise  have  received  for  toll,  stallage,  and  other  com* 
modities  to  his  market  belonging.  Upon  the  trial,  it  ap- 
peared, that  the  plaintiff  claimed  by  a  charter,  10th  FFi/- 
Ham  3rd,  granting  a  market  and  two  fairs,  together  with 
a  court  of  pie-poudre,  **  ac  omnibus  Kbertatibus,  liberie 
eansuetudinibus,  potestaiibus,  custumagiis,  theolomis,**  to 
such  market,  fairs,  and  court  appertaining  and  regard- 
ing. Two  objections  were  taken  to  the  plaintiff's  re- 
covery, First,  that  as  no  specific  toll  was  mentioned  in 
the  patent,  the  plaintiff*  was  entitled  to  no  toll,  and  there- 
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fiire  had  sustained  no  injury.  Secondly ^  tbott  &e  defendant  £a<^a.  0/  PUat^ 
had  had  an  undisturbed  possession  for  twenty  years,  which 
was  an  answer  to  the  action.  The  plaintiff  was  nonsuited : 
upon  an  application  to  set  aside  this  nonsuit  the  Court 
were  of  opinion  that  the  twenty  years'  undisturbed  posses* 
sion  of  the  market  by  the  defendant  was  a  clear  bar  to 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  action.  This  is  no  positive  author- 
ity for  the  Corporation,  and  certainly  not  against  them. 
The  Court  distinctly  selected  the  other  ground. 

Pursuing  the  chronological  order,  the  next  case  was 
Curwen  v.  Salkeld,  3  East,  538,  in  the  year  1800.  The 
question  debated  in  this  cause  was  not  the  question  now 
before  the  Court.  The  controversy  there  was,  whether 
the  owner  of  a  market  was  entitled  to  place  it  any  where 
within  boundaries  particularly  described,  and,  having  held 
it  upon  one  spot  of  ground^  could  remove  it  to  any  other 
within  the  proper  boundaries,  so  as  to  prevent  a  stranger 
exposing  his  commodities  upon  the  antient  spot  which  was 
the  soil  of  the  owner  of  the  market,  in  spite  of  that  own- 
er's prohibition.  Though  the  point  now  in  question  waa 
not  debated  in  that  case,  yet  it  is  well  worth  observation. 
The  charter  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  set  out  in  the  report, 
and  appears  to  have  been  to  the  same  effect  as  the  pre- 
sent. There  is  an  authority  to  collect  *'  custumagia  ei 
theohnia  per  legem  vel  eanmietudinem  regni  ^c.  in  merca^ 
to  aut  feriU  predicHs  debiia  vel  consueta.**  So  that  it 
was  open  to  the  very  objections  now  urged ;  and  yet  not 
only  no  observation  was  made  upon  that  circumstance, 
but,  it  is  apparent,  that,  in  point  of  fact,  tolls  were  receiv- 
ed and  had  been  received  for  a  considerable  time.  The 
charter  is  of  the  2nd  James  the  2nd. 

The  next  case  is  Lataden  v.  Hierons,  2nd  J3.  Moare^ 
page  113,  in  the  year  1818.  This  was  an  action  on  the 
case,  by  the  lessee  of  Coveni  Garden  Market,  for  tolls 
contended  to  be  due  to  him.  The  material  charter  waa 
of  Charles  the  2nd,  containing  a  grant  of  the  market,  with  all 
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^^^Mff'*^  liberties  and  fees,  customs,  tolls,  tributes,  stallages,  pickages, 

y^^^^^J.^^    and  all  other  profits  to  such  market  in  anywise  belonging 

Corporation  of   and  appertaining.    The  book  states  that  the  original  words 

Stamford       .       ,  .       ,  .      .  ,    .  ,, 

m  this  charter  were,  "tolneits  ei  hujusmodt  mereaiurte 
ediquaienui  ipedaniibus.^  The  charter  had  been  recog-* 
nized  by  an  act  of  the  53rd  of  George  the  Srd.  The  Ju- 
ry found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifi^  on  certam  counts.  The 
defendants  moved  for  a  nonsuit.  The^r^  ground  was, 
that  no  tolls  were  given  by  the  grant  of  Charles  the 
^d,  nor  the  amount  of  tolls  specified  in  the  grant  Second^ 
fy,  that  no  evidence  was  adduced  at  the  trial  to  shew  that 
any  certain  toll  had  been  received.  It  was  sent  to  a  new 
trial.  It  has  sometimes  been  supposed  that  a  new  trial  was 
awarded  by  the  Court,  upon  the  footing  that  the  claim  un* 
der  the  charter  could  not  be  supported,  and  therefore 
that  it  was  sent  again  to  be  tried,  that  it  might  be  seen 
whether  a  Jury  would  presume  another  charter  suflScient 
to  support  the  title  to  tolL  The  marginal  note  states  it  so. 
We  think  this  is  a  mistake,  and  that  no  such  inference  is  to 
be  drawn,  either  from  what  the  Court  did,  or  from  what 
the  Judges  said.  Mr.  Justice  Dallas^  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  upon  that  case  said: — "  The 
specific  sums  to  be  demanded  for  tolls  are  not  express- 
ed in  the  charter.  The  tolls  therefore,  which  have  been 
received  subsequent  to  the  grant,  are  merely  presumptive, 
neither  have  they  been  uniform.  The  Jury  should  have 
given  their  verdict  according  to  the  invariable  or  uni- 
form custom.  The  Judge  could  alone  decide  whether 
such  tolls  were  or  were  not  reasonable.  In  this  case,  there 
is  no  decision  of  this  sort,  and  no  certain  toll  has  been  uni- 
formly paid  within  the  memory  of  any  of  the  witnesses  who 
were  examined.  I  therefore  think,  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, there  should  be  a  new  trial,  and  that  the  plain* 
tifis  are  entitled  to  recover  only  such  tolls  as  have  tmi- 
formly  been  collected ;  and  as,  on  the  second  trial,  it  may 
be  fully  taken  into  consideration  whether  subsequently  to 
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the  original  charter  a  new  grant  firom  the  Crown  may  be  Bxeh.  0/  puas, 
presumed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should  be  made 
absolute,  for  setting  aside  this  verdict  on  the  Court  granting 
a  new  trial*  Mr.  Justice  Pari  concurred ;  and  Mr.  Justice 
Burrough  said — "The  uniformity  in  the  payment  of  certain 
specific  tolls  has  not  been  proved  according  to  the  facts  con- 
tained in  this  case.  No  evidence  has  been  adduced  to  prove 
the  payment  of  any  certain  tolls,  neither  was  there  any  evi- 
dence to  shew  when  the  payment  of  the  first  toll  subsequent 
to  the  charter  was  made,  nor  the  amount  which  was  then 
demanded."  The  rule  was  made  absolute  for  setting  aside 
the  verdict,  and  a  new  trial  was  granted.  Now  it  will  be 
observed^  that  there  could  be  no  consideration  about  whe- 
ther the  tolls  were  reasonable,  if  no  tolls  whatever  were 
demandable  for  want  of  certainty  expressed  in  the  char- 
ter. Mr*  Justice  Burrough  expressly  put  it  upon  the 
want  of  uniformity  in  the  usage  proved.  It  is  not  true, 
therefore  J  that  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  no  toll  could 
be  taken  under  the  charter.  It  would  be  much  more  true 
to  say,  that  the  Court  sent  the  case  to  a  new  trial  for  want 
of  evidence  that  a  reasonable  sum  had  been  regularly  paid. 
The  opinion  of  the  Court  supposes,  that,  if  that  had  been 
proved,  the  verdict  would  have  stood. 

The  next  case  is  Prince  v.  Lewis,  reported  in  5  Bame^ 
well  and  CressweU,  page  363,  in  the  year  1826.  It  is,  to 
the  present  purpose,  exactly  like  Curwen  v.  Salkeld,  in  the 
3rd  East  It  was  an  action  by  the  owner  of  Caveni  Gar» 
den  Marketi  against  an  intruder,  for  erecting  a  stall  with- 
in seventy  or  eighty  yards  of  the  market,  in  a  neighbour- 
ing street,  whereby  the  owner  was  disappointed  of  his  toll. 
Th^  grant  of  the  market,  as  stated  in  the  report,  is  to  the 
same  purport  as  that  stated  in  the  last  case,  and  to  the 
same  effect  as  the  language  so  often  used;  the  market 
with  aO  UbertieSf/ree  customs,  tolls,  stallage,  piccage,  and 
all  other  profits  Jo  the  like  market  belonging.  There  is 
no  authority  to  take  any  specific  sum.    The  right  to  take 
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^xeh.  4  Pleat,  tolls  by  Virtue  of  this  grant  is,  as  I  haye  already  mentioii- 
.    ^^'  ^     ed,  recognized  by  an  act  of  the  6Srd  of  George  the  Srd, 

Corporadonof  c.  71.  The  plaintiff  failed  in  tUa  action,  because  he  oc- 
STAuponQ     ^^p;Q(]  paf(  q{  (he  market  in  a  different  way,  without 

Pawlbtt.  leaving  sufficient  room  for  the  use  of  the  public ;  and  though 
he  had  recently  corrected  this,  he  had  not  given  sufficient 
notice  of  it.  The  material  observation  to  be  made  upon 
this  oaae  is,  ihat  the  language  of  the  charter  is  to  the  same 
eflfect  as  the  preisent,  and  .that,  although  there  la  no 
specification,  no  QlyeetioB  appears  to  have  been  taken  to 
the  grant  upon  any  such  ground.  It  seems  to  have  oc« 
curred  neither  to  the  bar  nor  to  the  Bench.    . 

I  have  now  noticed  eveiy  case  which  has  been  cited, 
and  in  the  order  of  time  in  which  they  occurred*  I  have 
not  referred  to  the  passages  cited  from  Comym'  Digest, 
because,  even  if  they  hud  down  arule,  they  would  be  of  ht- 
tie  avail,  unless  supported  by  autfaoritieB;  but,  in  truth, 
they  do  not  give  weight  to  either  arguneitf*  They  are 
quite  equivocal  as  to  the  present  controversy,  and  only 
say,  that  toll  is  not  incident  to  a  mariset,  and  that  there 
must  be  a  special  grant  of  it*  But  it  wodid  not  be  just  to 
infer  that  that  great  lawyer  had  a  distinct  view  to  the 
present  controversy.  What  he  has  actually,  said,  is  con« 
sistent  with  both  argmnmits*  It  seems  most  probaUe,  that 
if  the  precise  queation  had.  been  put  to  him,  he  would 
have  answered,  that  he  considered  the  grant  of  toll  even 
without  a  determinate  amount,  as  a  specific  grant;  for  the 
case  in  Palmer  is  one  of  those  which  he  cites  as  his  an- 
thority. 

Upon  this  review  of  the  authorities,  we  are  of  opinion, 
that  the  corporation  is  entitled  to  retain  their  verdict. 
We  think  that  where  a  grant  of  tolls  is  found  in  a  charter, 
the  word  ought  to  have  some  meaning,  and  the  charter 
some  operation,  and  that  it  can  receive  operation  only  by 
being  construed  to  mean  a  reasonable  toIL  We  think  that 
no  one  case  has  ever  been  determined  against  this  con- 
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structioD.    We  are  conyinced  that  the  tenns  used  in  the  Exch.  of  PUasf 
present  grant  are  nearly  the  same  as  are  used  in  a  great 
majority  of  those  charters  which  have  received  the  fiats 
of  the  Attorney-Generals  fof  the  time  being,  and  passed 
the  Ghreat  Seal;  that  toll?  have,  in  numerous  instances, 
been  reeeived  under  them;  and,  that  if  we  were  to  decide 
against  this  charter  upon  the  principles  contended  for,  we 
should  shake  the  seciurity  of  a  vast  mass  of  property  which 
has  been  enjoyed  undisturbed  fer  dn  age, perhaps  forages. 
We  also  think  the  observation,  "  that,  to  permit  a  granted 
to  take  whatever  may  appear  to  him  to'be  a  reasonable  toll, 
is  to  make  a  grantee  a  judge  for  himself,  and  to  expose  the 
subject  to  extortioDr^"  has  received  a  satisfactory  answer. 
The  grantee  demands  it  at  his  peril,  and  at  the  hazard  of  a 
private  as  well  as  of  a  public  prosecution :  of  a  private,  at  the 
suit  of  the  party  injured ;  of  a  public,  at  the  suit  of  the 
Attorney-General,  in  the  name  of  his  Majesty.    The  in- 
convenience of  raising  such  questions  cannot  be  avoided 
by  specifying  the  sum.    The'  King  cannot  grant  an  unrea- 
sonable toll ;  and  it  is  competent  to  every  subject  of  the 
realm,  from  whom  the  toll  is  demanded,  to  question  its 
being  reasonable,  even  when  the  exact  sum  is  specified 
in  the  charter.    This  question'  may  always  be  brought 
under  discussion,  in  whatever  terms  the  grant  may  be  ex- 
pressed. For  these  reasons  we  think  that  the  verdict  must 
stand. 

Postea  to  the  plaintiffs. 
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1830. 


A,  arrested  B,, 
and  died ;  the 
executors  o(  A, 
again  arrested 

B.  for  the  same 
cause  of  action: 
--Held,  that 
the  second  pro- 
ceeding was  not 
vexatious,  and 
that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  en- 
titled to  be  dis- 
charged out  of 
custody  on  en- 
tering a  com- 
mon appear- 
ance. 


Mellin  and  Others,  Executors,  v.  Evans. 

HThE  defendant  had  been  held  to  bail  by  the  plaintiff^s 
testator,  in  his  life<time»  for  the  same  cause  of  action  for 
which  he  was  arrested  in  the-  present  case.  Upon  which 
ground — 

Hoggins,  on  a  former  day  in  this  Term,  had  obtained 
a  rule  nm,  for  discharging  him  outof  custody,  on  entering 
a  common  appearance.    Against  which — 

Alderson,  now  shewed  cause. — The  first  action  abated  by 
the  death  of  the  testator  of  the  present  plaintiffs,  and  the 
second  action  is  therefore  not  vexatious.  The  first  acti<Hi 
could  not  have  been  proceeded  in  by  the  plaintiffs,  which  is 
the  criterion  relied  on  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Barnes,  A.S- 
fAgnee  o(  Saunders,  v.  Maton,  cited  by  Lord  EUei^arougk 
in  Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (a).  Lord  Mansfield  lays  down  the 
following  rule  in  that  case :  *^  The  right  ground  is,  that  the 
second  action  is  not  vexatious,  if  die  assignees  could  not 
proceed  in  the  first  action  brought  by  the  bankrupt.**  The 
principle  applied  in  that  case  to  assignees  of  a  bankrupt, 
is  equally  applicable  to  the  case  of  executors. 

Hoggins,  contra. — In  the  case  relied  on  by  the  other 
side,  it  is  mentioned,  that  Bearcrofi  cited  the  case  oiMay- 
hoe  V.  Gregory,  which  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  prin* 
ciple  contended  for.  If  a  party  can  be  twice  arrested,  on 
account  of  the  death  of  his  creditor,  it  would  follow,  that 
he  might  be  arrested  a  great  number  of  times,  if  the  exe- 
cutors should  die  from  time  to  time. 

Garrow,  B. — It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  second 
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arrest  is  vexatious,  where  the  first  action  has  abated  by  Exch,  of  PUas, 
the  act  of  God. 

Vauohan,  B. — The  rule  is,  that  nemo  bis  vexari  debet 
for  the  same  cause  of  action.  The  question,  therefore, 
in  this  case  is,  was  the  second  action  vexatious?  If 
not,  the  party  is  entitled  to  the  same  advantage  of  holding 
his  debtor  to  bail  as  in  the  first  action.  The  second  ac-. 
tion  cannot  be  said  to  be  vexatious,  when  it  is  brought 
because  the  first  has  abated  by  the  death  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  case  of  the  assignee  is  similar  in  principle,  and  it  would 
require  a  strong  authority  the  other  way  to  satisfy  my 
mind  that  such  a  proceeding  was  vexatious.  The  rule^ 
must  therefore  be  discharged. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged^ 


Wedlake  V,  Hurley  and  Another. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received.    Plea — Non  A,  renewed  to 
assumpsit.     The  plaintiff*  was  the  holder  of  a  promissory  indorsed,  •'*  Pay 
note,  made  by  one  Gould,  for  103/,  5*.  6rf.,  payable  to  the  ^  ^^^„^^"  '''^ 
plaintiff*  at  the  house  of  the  defendants.     The  defendants  provUion  for 
received  from  Gould  a  bill  of  the  Bank  of  Ireland  on  the  ^^of  a,  pay- 
Bank  o{ England,  for  104/.  4*.  6rf.,  which  was  indorsed  by  ^ou«  o*B.,on 

Gould,  as  follows :—  l"t  Jawtary, 

*  1830."    B.  re- 

ceived the  pro- 

"  Pay  to  the  order  o{  Hurley  %  Co.  (the  defendants),  ^^^^^fo^^^"' 

under  provision  for  my  note  in  favour  of  T.  Wedlake,  (the  pay  *hem  over 

plaintiff*),  payable  at  their  office  on  the  Ist  January,  1830,  tion  for  money 

for  103/.  5s.  6."  efbrc.!^*'" 

Held,  that  B, 

This  bill  was  remitted  to  the  defendants  in  a  letter  con-  J^*c.')^bccau8e 

B,  had  never 
assented  to  hold  the  bill  or  money  to  the  use  of  C 
02 
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^'«*-  <»/ ^'wt  taining  instructions  for  the  application  of  the  proceeds 

^     of  the  billy  similar  to  the  indorsement.     The  defend* 

WeoLAKB      ants  kept  the  bank-bill  till  it  was  due,  when  they  present- 

H\uiLEY.       ed  it»  and  received  the  money;  and,  upon  the  application 

of  the  plaintiff  for  the  money  after  it  had  been  received, 

they  refused  to  pay  it  over,  but  kept  it,  claiming  to  set  it  off 

against  a  debt  due  to  them  from  Gould.    Upon  these  facts 

appearing  at  the  trial,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  nonsuited  the 

plaintiff,  giving  him  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for 

tile  amount  of  the  bank-bill. 

On  a  former  day,  Maude  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 
citing  CramKngton  v.  Evans  (a),  Ancher  v.  The  Bank  of 
England  {b)y  Sigoumey  v.  Lloyd {e),  De  Bemales  v.  F«/- 
ler(d)j  and  Kilsby  Y,  Williams  (e). 

Jones,  Serjt.,  now  shewed  cause. — It  is  clear,  that  if  a 
bill  be  remitted,  with  a  special  direction,  it  must  be  taken 
by  the  remittee  subject  to  that  direction ;  and,  if  he  misap- 
propriate the  bill,  he  will  be  liable  to  the  remitter:  but  the 
question  here  is,  whether  the  person  who  is  the  object  of 
the  remittance,  can  maintain  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  against  the  remittee.  The  authorities  are  conclu« 
sive,  that  he  cannot^  unless  there  be  an  assent,  or,  to  use  a 
phrase  borrowed  from  the  law  of  real  property,  there  be  an 
attornment  by  the  remittee.  Until  there  be  such  an  assent 
or  attornment,  there  is  no  privity  between  the  remittee  and 
the  person  in  whose  favour  the  remittance  is  made.  Se- 
veral  cases  may  be  cited  for  the  plaintiff,  which  it  is  un- 
necessary to  discuss  upon  the  present  occasion.  They  are 
resolvable  into  two  classes.  The  first,  where  a  remittee  is 
held  liable  to  the  remitter  if  he  misapply  the  proceeds  of 


(a)  1  Show.  14.  {d)  14  East,  500,  n. 

(6)  Dougl.  ear.  (e)  l  D.  &  R.  476;  5  B.  &  A. 

(c)  8  B.  &  C.  622;  3  Y.  &  J.  815. 
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bills  remitted  for  a  special  purpose;  and  the  second,  where*  Bxck,  of  Pleat, 
by  Bidorsement,  the  negotiability  of  a  bill  is  tied  up,  so     s..*..^..!^ 
that  no  title  to  the  bill  can  be  derived  under  the  indorse-      Wbdlake 
menti  except  by  acting  in  conformity  therewith.     But  the^      HurlbyJ 
cases  of  Williams  v.  Everett  {a),  and   Yates  v.  Bell{b)^ 
are  conclusive  upon  the  point  in  the  present  case.^-^ 
Those   cases  clearly  establish »  that,  until   the  remittee 
has  assented,  there  is  no  privity  between  him  and  the  par-* 
ty  in  whose  favour  the  remittance  is  made.    When  the 
assent  is  given*  the  creditor  looks  no  longer  to  the  se-' 
curity  of  his  original  debtor*  but  relies  on  the  assent  of 
the  remittee.    If  the  bill  had  been  lost*  would  the  loss  have' 
fallen  upon  the  party  in  whose  favour  the  remittance  was 
made?  Besides*  until  such  a  transfer  be  made*  the  remits 
ter  has  a  right  to  countermand  the  authority  of  the  re- 
mittee* who*  for  this  purpose  is  his  agent.    He  cannot  be 
holding  as  agent  for  both  parties  at  the  same  time*  and 
therefore*  until  something  arises  in  the  shape  of  an  attorn- 
ment* the  third  party  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received :  it  is  not  his  money*  but  he  has  his  reme- 
dy  against  the  remitter.     In  Williams  y.Ei>erett{c\  Lord 
EUenborough  says*  '*  It  will  be  observed*  that  there  is  no 
assent  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  hold  this  money 
for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  letter*  but*  on  the  con- 
trary* an  express  refusal  to  the  creditor  so  to  do.    If*  in- 
order  to  constitute  a  privity  between  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendants as  to  the  subject  of  this  demand*  an  assent*  ex- 
press or  implied*  be  necessary*  the  assent  can,  in  this  case, 
be  only  an  implied  one*  and  that*  too,  implied  against  the 
express  dissent  of  the  parties  to  be  charged.     By  the  act 
of  receiving  the  bill*  th^  defendants  agreed  to  hold  it  till 
paid*  and  its  contents*  when  paid*  to  the  use  of  the  remitter. 
It  is  entire  to  the  remitter  to  give  and  countermand  his 


(41)  1 4  East*  582.  {h)  3  B.  &  A.  643. 

(c)  14  Ea^t*  597. 
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£a:d!i.  rf  PUat,  owD  directions  respecting  the  bill,  as  oftea  as  he'pkases; 
V  ^'  V  and  the  persons  to  whom  the  bill  is  r&nitted,  may  still 
Wedlake  bold  the  bill  till  received,  and  its  amounti  when  received* 
HuRLET.  f^^  ^b^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  remitter  himself,  until,  by  some  engage- 
ment entered  into  by  themselves  with  the  person  who  is 
the  object  of  the  remittance,  they  have  precluded  them- 
selves from  so  doing,  and  have  appropriated  the  remit- 
tance to  the  use  of  such  person.  After  such  a  circum- 
stance, they  cannot  retract  the  consent  they  may  have 
once  given,  but  are  bound  to  hold  it  for  the  use  of  the  ap- 
pointee." So,  in  Yates  v.  Bell,  the  present  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  says,  '*  where  a  par- 
ty, to  whom  a  bill  is  remitted,  repudiates  the  trust  with 
which  the  bill  is  clothed,  that  may  give  to  the  person  re- 
mitting the  bill  the  right  to  bring  trover  for  it,  but  it 
does  not  give  any  right  of  action  to  the  person  to  whose 
account  the  bill  is  directed  to  be  applied ;  and  unless  some 
agreement  had  taken  place  respecting  the  bUl  between  the 
defendants  and  the  plaintiffs,  the  former  could  only  be 
considered  as  holding  the  bill  for  the  use  o( Ingram,**  (the 
remitter).  Stuart  v.  Fry  (a)  is  to  the  same  effect.  And 
these  cases  shew,  that  unless  there  be  an  assent  by  the  re- 
mittee, the  party  in  whose  favour  the  remittance  is  made, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  against  him  for  money  had  and 
received* 

Blewitt,  contra, — It  may  be  conceded,  that  a  party  in  the 
situation  of  these  defendants  cannot  be  made  chargeable 
in  such  case,  unless  there  be  what  will  amount  in  point  of 
law  to  an  assent  by  him,  or  a  privity  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff.  The  cases  cited  are  distinguishable  from  this: 
Jlrst,  because  here  the  indorsement  on  the  remitted  bill 
was  special  and  restrictive,  whereas,  in  the  cases  cited, 
the  indorsement  was  general;  and  secondly,  because 
in  those  cases,  and  especially  in  Williams  v.  Everett,  which 

(o)  7  Tuunl.  339. 
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b  the  leading  authority  in  tliat  class  of  cases,  there  was  a  Exch.  of  PUas, 
distinct  repudiation  by  the  remittee  of  the  mode  in  which  . 

he  was  directed  to  apply  the  proceeds.  To  constitute  an  Wedlake 
assent  or.privity  in  point  of  law,  it  is  not  necessary  that  hurley. 
the  parties  should  meet.  If  a  party,  by  public  advertise- 
ment, offer  a  reward,  there  is  such  a  privity  between  him 
and  any  stranger  performing  the  conditions,  that  an  action 
of  asntmpsii  may  be  maintained  for  the  reward.  So,  where 
any  person  receives  money  wrongfully,  and  without  the 
authority  of  the  party  entitled,  there  is  such  a  privity  in  law, 
as  that  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  lie.  This 
is  laid  down  as  to  money  received  for  fees  of  an  office  by  a 
party  not  legally  entitled,  and  the  party  really  entitled  to  the 
office  may  bring  an  action  for  moiiey  had  and  received  on 
such  privity.  So,  a  consignee,  whobasiiad  no  communi- 
cation with  a  carrier,  may  sue  him  on  the  implied  privity, 
arising,  in  point  of  law,  from  his  being  the  legal  owner  of 
the  goods.  In  the  present  case,  the  receipt  of  the  money, 
on  the  terms  of  the  indorsement,  constitutes  an  assent  to  em- 
ploy it  on  those  terms.  The  authority  under  which  the  de- 
fendants received  the  money  restricted  the  application  of 
it  The  defendants  coold  not  repudiate  the  terms  of  the 
indorsement;  wherever  they  carried  the  bill,  tliey  shewed 
that  they  had.  received  it  on  the  restrictive  terms  of  the 
special  indorsement.  Sigoumey  v.  Lloyd  shews  that  the 
indorsement  in  the  present  case  operates  as  a  restriction  of 
the  proceeds,  when  received,  to  the  special  purposes  men- 
tioned in  the  indorsement,  and  that  such  restriction 
extends  to  whomsoever  the  bill  may  come.  The  words 
of  the  indorsement  in  Sigoumey  v.  Lloyd  were,  "  Pay  S. 
Williams ^  for  my  use:"  Williams  got  the  bill  discounted, 
and  misappropriated  the  proceeds.  It  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  King*s  Bench^  and  afterwards  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber^  in  error,  that  the  party  who  took  the  bill  from 
Williams  was  liable.  The  act  of  receiving  the  money  on 
such  an  indorsement  is  an  acknowledgment  by  the  party 
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^'^^ifiqo'^'"'   SO  receiving,  that  he  receives  it  on  the  terms  of  the  in- 

v_^ — /     dorsement*    If  the  assent  were  express,  the  plainiff 's  right 

Wedj.ak£      ig  clear;  and  the  receipt  of  the  money  on  the  indorsement 

HpRLEy.      ID  question  is,  in  point  of  law,  an  assent«    Sy  not  repudi- 

atii^  the  Apecial  direction  of  the  remitter,  an  assent  may 

»lsQ  be  implied.    In  Williams  v.  Enereti,  and   Yates  t« 

Bellf  there  was  an  express  refusal;  and  the  judgment  of 

th^  Court  of  King's  Benck,  in  both  these  cases,  proceeded 

on  the  ground  of  the  repudiation  of  the  appropriation  di- 

}:ectQd  by  the  remitters* 

Alexander,  L.  C.  B.-^I  retain  the  opinion  whidb  I  ex- 
pressed at  the  trial,  and  still  think  that  the  nonsuit  in  this 
case  was  right  The.  principle  of  the  cases  cited  in  favour 
of  the  defendantsiis  clean  Those  cases  establish  diis  rule: 
that  the  party  in  whose  favour  such  a  direction  as  the  pre* 
sent  is  given,  can  maintain  no  action  without  something 
having  been  done  by  the  remitter,  which  amounts  to  a 
privity  or  assent*  ItW4>uld  be  highly  inexpedient  to  dis* 
turb  so  intelligible  a  landmark. 

Garrow,  B.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  no 
difference,  in  reason,  between  a  direction  expressed  m  a 
letter,  and  one  written  on  the  back  of  a  bill* 

« 

Vavohan,  B* — I  am  of  thesame  opinion;  and  think,  that 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  perfectly  correct  in  directing  a 
nonsuit  in  this  case.  The  Tacts  of  the  case  are— that  GoiiM, 
living  in  Ireland,  has  two  creditors  in  England.  He  i-e- 
mits  to  one  of  them  an  Irish  bill  payable  in  England,  with 
an  express  direction  to  apply  the  proceeds  in  discharge  of 
a  promissory  note  held  by  his  other  creditor.  The  bill 
arrives  in  England,  and  the  proceeds  are  received  by  the 
remittee.  On  the  misappropriation  Gould  might  have 
maintained  an  action,  but  the  present  plaintiff  cannot  It 
is  impossible  to  distinguish  this  case  from  that  of  fViUiams 
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V,  Everett.    In  that  case,  one  Kettif  made  a  remittance  to    Exch,rfPUas, 
bankers  in  London,  with  directions  to  pay,  amongst  others,  ^ 

the  plaintiffs ;  and  he  sent  a  no^cation  to  the  plaintiffs,  Wedlake 
that,  if  they  called  on  the  bankers,  they  would  probably  Hurlbt. 
be  paid.  The  plaintiff  called,  but  the  bankers  refused  to 
pay  him.  The  bankers  afterwards  received  the  proceeds, 
and,  according  to  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  the  pre- 
sent plaintiff,  such  receipt  amounted  to  an  assent.  That, 
however,  is  a  fallacy.  Suppose  the  remittee  were  to 
become  bankrupt,  would  that  be  a  discharge  as  between 
the  remitter  and  the  creditor  ?  To  enable  a  party  to  re- 
cover in  such  a  case,  there  must  be  an  assent  or  agree- 
ment by  the  remittee  to  hold  the  bill  or  the  proceeds  for  the 
plaintiff;  and,  for  want  of  such  a  privity  or  assent,  the  pre- 
sent action  must  fail.  The  want  of  an  express  repudia- 
tion makes  no  difference,  because  the  principle  is,  that 
there  must  be  an  assent. 

Boll  AKD,  B. — ^This  case  admits  of  no  doubt,  if  the  facts 
be  the  same  as.in  the  case  of  fVUUams  v.  Everett.  Now, 
it  seems  to  me,  that  the  facts  are  in  substance  the  same, 
and  that  the  attempt  to  distinguish  the  two  cases  is  inef- 
fectual. There  is  no  analogy  between  this  case  and  that 
of  the  carrier,  to  which  allusion  has  beeii  made.  The  car- 
rier's liability  is  to  that  party  in  whom  the  property  in  the 
goods  is,  and  a  privity  exists  between  him  and  the  con- 
signor or  consignee,  according  to  their  respective  rights. 
In  Williams  v.  Everett  the  letter  was  as  strict  an  appro- 
priation, as  the  indorsement  on  the  bill  b  in  the  present 
case.  The  present  is  an  endeavour  to  extend  the  privity 
further  than  the  law  allows.  The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Rxeh,ojPlem, 
1830. 

^ — V — '  Paddock  v.  John  Fradley  and  Buckley. 

ment  promised  X  RESPASS  for  breaking  a  close  called  Big  Brian^s 
the  hands  of  the  Wood,  and  Carrying  away  day  and  marl.  Pleas,  ^r^/i  not 
thotclbrick-*"  g^i^'y ;  secondly^  leave  and  licence ;  thirdly ^  leave  and  H- 
works,  copyhold  ccncc  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  John  Fradley ^ 

of  mhentance,  ^  i  i  t 

then  in  the  pos-  and  to  One  Joseph  Fradley ^  to  dig  and  get  clay  and  marl 
withfuU  liberty,  ^ut  of  the  locus  in  quOy  ^c,  and  that  John  Fradley,  in  his 
of*ii'andc"n  ^^^  "g'^'j  *"^  Buckley,  as  the  servant  oi  John  Fradley 
surrender  was  and  Joseph  Fradley,  did  the  acts  complained  of  under  the 
and  c.  enteivd  last  mentioned  leave  and  licence.  RepKcation  to  the  two 
n^sM.^  ^.^a^r-  ^^^  plcas,  dcinjurid  sud  proprid,  without  such  leave  and  li- 

wardssurren-        cenCC- 
dered  his  inter- 
est to  c,  and  an       At  the  trial,  before  Littledale  J#,  at  the  last  Lent  assizes 

pass  haTing*"  fo^  the  county  of  Stafford,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  a 
^"nst'tT^^^d  P^i^  facie  case,  the  defendants  gave  in  evidence  an 
D.,  they  pleaded  agreement  dated  the  10th  September,  18J27,  made  between 
froiDi^.to  fi.and  the  plaintiff of  the  one  part,  and  Joseph  Fradley,  and  John 
in  hi^ownriehf  ^^^^^^!/»  therein  described  as  brickmakers,  of  the  other 
and  Z).  as  die      part;  whereby  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  the  rents 

servantof  A.  and    ^        '  •'  *  ' 

a,  and  by  their  and  agreements   thereinafter  mentioned,    promised   and 

which  ^.Vepii-  agreed,  to  and  with  the  said  John  Fradley  and  Joseph 

tcf^TiT'tts^  Fradfey,  that  he  the  said  plaintiff  should  and  would,  at  the 

tion  being,  whe-  then  ncxt  general  or  some  special  court  baron  of  the  lord 

quo  was  com-  of  the  manor  of  Netccas tie-under- Lyme,  surrender  into  the 

Spwmelit**  A  ^^^^^  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  by  the  rod,  or  other- 

was  called  by  wise,  according  to  the  custom  thereof,  all  those  brickworks. 

the  defendants  .  ,  .  .     . 

to  prove,  by  pa-  being  copyhold  of  inheritance  within  the  said  manor,  situ- 

of  the  piainUff'  ^l^  ^l  Shelton,  then  in  the  possession  of  the  said  plaintiff, 

otto^was  so^m-  ^^^  ^^^  -^"^^  right,  powcr,  and  authority  to  get  marl  and 

prised.  B.'sevi-  clay  thcrcout,  as  well  for  making  bricks,  as  for  sale,  toge- 

jected  \o,firtt,  ther  with  &c.,  to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Fradley  and  Jo- 

b^undto^ndem-  *^P*  Fradley,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years  from  the 

nify  /).  his  ser- 
vant, for  an  act  done  by  his  command  in  the  assertion  of  a  supposed  right ;  and  2ndhj,  because  it  was 
not  competent  to  the  defendants  to  extend  by  parol  evidence  the  terms  of  the  agreement  to  pre- 
mises  not  in  the  possession  of /f.  at  the  time:— //rW,  first,  ihat  B,  was  a  competent  witness;  and 
secondly,  that  the  terms  of  the  agreement  being  ambiguous  might  be  ixplaincd  by  parol  tcstimonv. 
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85th  day  of  December  then  next,  yielding  and  paying  a  Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
yearly  rent,  &c.    No  surrender  appeared  to  have  been  -^ 

made,  but  the  defendants  had  carried  on  the  brickworks  Paddock 
for  some  time  under  this  instrument*  The  question  at  the  fjiadley. 
trial  was,  whether  the  agreement  was  intended  to  extend 
to  the  locus  in  guo^  the  plaintiff  contending,  and  giving  evi- 
dence to  prove,  that  the  agreement  was  confined  to  a  close 
which  he  called  Little  Brian's  Wood,  where  the  old  brick- 
works had  been,  and  that  it  did  not  extend  to  the  locus  in 
quo,  which  he  called  Big  Brian's  Woods  the  defendants 
contending,  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  comprehended  in  the 
agreement. 

The  defendants  called  Joseph  Fradley,  for  the  purpose 
of  proving,  amongst  other  things,  declarations  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  when  the  agreement  was  entered  into,  defin- 
ing the  land  which  the  Fradleys  were  to  hold  under 
the  agreement,  and  which  included  the  locus  in  quo.  It 
was  ofagected  for  the  plaintiff,  ^r^/,  that  Joseph  Fradleyi 
was  an  interested  witness,  notwithstanding  a  release  pro- 
duced by  the  defendants  of  all  his  interest  under  the 
agreement,  to  his  brother  John  Fradley  the  defendant ; 
and  secondly,  that  his  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  vary 
the  written  agreement.  The  learned  Judge  received  the 
evidence,  and  the  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Campbell,  on  a  former  day,  had  obtained  a  rule  for  a 
new  trial  on  the  above  points.;  against  which  cause  was  now 
shewn  by — 

Taunton,  and  Peake,  Serjt. — ^The  only  question  at  the 
trial  was,  what  were  the  premises  comprehended  in  the 
agreement.  The  expression  .*'  all  those  brickworks/'  was 
ambiguous,  and  therefore  parol  evidence  was  admissible, 
not  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  written  instrument,  but  to  ex- 
plain the  ambiguity.  A  question  of  parcel  or  no  parcel  can 
only,  in  general,  be  determined  by  parol  evidence.  Where 
the  expression  is  general  and  indeterminate,  as  in  the  pre- 
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Btch,  of  Pleat,    sent  casCj  parol  testimony  is  clearly  admissible.    As  to 
'  ^     the  objection  on  the  ground  of  interest,  it  is  clear,  that  Jo- 
Paddock       geph  Fradlejfs  interest  was  the  other  way,  for  he  was  called 
Fradley.       to  prevent  a  co-trespasser  from  being  fixed,  and  he  was 
not  liable  to  be  sued  for  contribution,  as  there  can  be  no 
contribution  between  tori-feazors.  Merryweather  ▼.  Nix- 
an{a).    Joseph  Fradley  might  have  been  a  witness  for  the 
defendants,  even  without  the  release  or  conveyance  of  his 
interest,  which  was  produced.   The  verdict  in  the  present 
case  could  have  no  possible  effect  on  his  interest  under  the 
agreement,  or  in  any  action  to  be  brought  on  the  agree- 
ment against  him.     But,  admitting  that  his  interest  under 
the  agreement  disqualified  him,  the  release  of  his  interest  to 
his  joint-tenant,  who  was  capable,  in  point  of  law,  of  taking' 
such  a  release,  rendered  him  clearly  a  competent  witness. 

Talfourd,  contra. — The  description  of  the  premises  in  the 
agreement  is  not  merely  ''all  those  brickworks  situate  ftc.,** 
but  it  proceeds  ''  now  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff.^ 
Two  questions  arise,  firsts  whether  Joseph  Fradley  was 
a  competent  witness  to  give  any  evidence  at  all  for  these ' 
defendants;  and  secondly ^  whether,  supposing  him  to  be 
competent,  the  parol  evidence  given  by  him  to  vary  the 
terms  of  the  written  agreement  was  admissible. 

Firsty  as  to  the  objection  to  the  competency  of  the  wit- 
ness Joseph  Fradley.  The  release  produced  did  not  in 
the  least  touch  the  objection.  The  objection  was,  that 
i?ficJtiK^y  justified  as  the  seryant  of  Joseph  Frcutley^  and  by 
his  command,  which  was  not  traversed;  and  it  must  be 
taken  upon  this  record,  and  as  against  these  defendants,  that 
Buckley  had  the  command  o{  Joseph  Fradley^  to  do  the  acts 
complained  of,  as  his  servant  There  was,  therefore,  upon ' 
his  part,  an  implied  contract  to  indemnify  Buckley  for  what 
he  did  in  pursuance  of  that  order.  The  only  release,  there- 
fore, which  would  have  been  effectual,  was  a  release  from 

(«)  8  T.  R.  186. 
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Buckley  to  Joseph  Fradley,  and  the  release  from  him  Exch.  of  puat, 
to  Buckley  did  not  touch  the  objection.     Merryweather  > 

V.  Nixan  was  cited  on  the  other  side,  lo  shew,  that  there  is  Paddock 
no  contribution  between  co-trespassers.  That  is  not  dis-  Pradlet. 
puted,  but  Lord  Kenyan's  judgment  in  that  case  makes 
out  the  argument  for  the  present  plaintiff.  Lord  Kenyan 
carefully  guards  against  the  doctrine  thef  e  laid  down,  being 
extended  to  a  case  like  the  present;  for  he  says  '^  that  this 
decision  would  not  affect  cases  of  indemnity,  where  one  man 
employed  another  to  do  acts,  not  unlawful  in  themselves, 
for  the  purpose  of  asserting  a  right.**  Indeed^  it  would  be 
highly  inconvenient  if  a  man's  labourers  were  not  to  be  in- 
demnified for  acts  which  they  supposed  lawfid,  and  which 
were  done  by  the  master's  order  in  the  assertion)  of  supposed 
rights.  The  rule,  of  there  being  no  contribution  between 
joint  wrong  doers,  therefore,  does  not  apply  to  this  case, 
where  the  acts  complained  of  were  done  in  the  assertion 
of  the  alleged  rights  oiJaseph  Fradley.  He,  therefore,  was 
bound  to  indemnify  Buckley,  and  incompetent  to  give  evi- 
dence on  Buckley's  behalf,  without  a  release  from  him. 

But  secondly ^  evidence  of  conversations  between  Joseph 
Fradley  and  the  plaintiff*  was  not  admissible  to  vary  the 
terms  of  the  written  instrument.  The  agreement  was  not 
uncertain.  It  did  not  extend  to  all  that  Paddock  had  in 
the  manor,  but  was  restricted  to  what  was  then  in  his  own 
possession.  After  evidence  had  been  given  to  shew  what 
was  then  in  his  possession,  which  did  not  include  Big 
Brian's  Wood,  parol  evidence  to  shew  that  more  than  was 
then  in  his  possession  was  intended  to  pass,  was  clearly  in* 
admissible.     Doe  d«m.  Brown  v.  Brown  (a). 

Garrow,  B. — This  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare 
clausum /regit y  in  which  the  plaintiff*  declared  in  the  usual 
way«     The  defendants  pleaded,  ^^r^^,  the  general  issue; 

(a)  11  East,  441. 
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^"^g^'*^'  secondly  f  a  general  plea  of  leave  and  licence ;  and  thirdly ^ 
v.*-v — -^     a  leave  and  licence  from  the  plaintiff  to  John  and  Joseph 
Paddock       Fradley,  under  which  John  Fradtey  justified  in  his  own 
Fradlby.      right,  and  Buckley  as  servant.    The  foundation  of  the 
pleas  of  leave  and  licence  stands  on  the  agreement  proved 
to  have  been  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
two  FradleySy  by  which  the  plaintiff  agrees  to  surrender 
to  their  use,  '*  all  those  brickworks  now  in  the  possession  of 
the  plaintiff''    On  the  trial,  Joseph  Fradtey^  one  of  the 
parties  to  this  agreement,  was  called  for  the  defendants.  He 
was  objected  to ;  upon  which  the  defendants  produced  a  re- 
lease of  his  interest  to  John  Fradley,  made  at  a  time  an- 
tecedent to  the  trial.  It  was  objected,  that  he  was  interest- 
ed, as  Buckley  jnsti&ed  by  his  command,  and  he  might  be 
Kable  over  to  Buckley.    It  appears  to  me  that  he  was  a 
competent  witness  for  the  purpose  for  which  he  was  called. 
"  All  his  brickworks,"  is  an  ambiguous  expression.    What 
were  "  all  his  brickworks,*'  must  be  collected  from  some- 
thing out  of  the  four  corners  of  the  agreement.    I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  Joseph  Fradleyi  having  released 
his  interest  under  the  agreement,  was  a  competent  witness 
to  prove  what  was  intended  to  pass  by  ''  all  the  brick- 
works." 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  Joseph  Fradley 
was  a  competent  witness  to  give  any  evidence  for  the  de- 
fendants, and,  if  so,  whether  he  could  give  the  particular 
evidence  in  question.  TlYie  first  objection  is  founded  upon 
the  supposed  interest  of  Joseph  Fradley*  The  strongest 
argument  on  this  point  arises  on  the  form  of  the  plea;  it 
is  put  for  the  plaintiff  thus: — J?uc£/^^  justifies  as  the  ser- 
vant of  John  Fradley  and  Joseph  Fradley ,  and,  as  the 
command  is  not  traversed,  it  must  be  taken  that  he 
did  the  act  as  their. servant.  It  is  then  said,  that  Joseph 
Fradley  could  not  be  a  witness  for  the  defendants,  because, 
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if  a  verdict  passed  against  Buckley ^  inasmuch  as  Buckley  Bxch,  rf  Pieas^ 
justifies  as  servant  of  Joseph  Fradley,  the  master  must  ^ 

indenmify  the  servant;  akid  that  an  undertaking  to  do  sO'      Padoock 
will  be  impHedi  in  law,  though  none  he  expressly  entered      fraoley. 
into.    This  proposition  may  be  correct  as  applied  to  con- 
tracts,  but  it  does  not  apply  to  actions  of  tort.     This  wa? 
distinctly  laid  down  in  Merryweather  v.  Nixan.    The 
foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  argument  therefore  fails,  he- 
cause  it  is  rested  simply  upon  the  position,  that  Joseph 
Fradley  had  an  interest  to  prevent  the  verdict  passing 
against  Buckley ^  upon  the  ground  that  the  law  would  im« 
ply  an  engagement,  upon  the  part  of  Joseph  Fradley ^  to: 
indemnify  Buckley  against  the  consequences  of  an  act  done 
as  his  servant  and  by  his  command.    If,  then,  he  was  a 
competent  witness,  was  he  competent  to  give  the  evidence 
in  question?   It  is  said,  that  he  is  not  competent  to  vary 
the  terms  of  a  written  agreement.    The  terms  of  the 
agreement  are,  ''  all  those  brickworks  now  in  the  posses-» 
sion,"  &G.    It  is  said  that  there  is  no  ambiguity  in  this 
agreement;  that  there  is  nothing  to  he  explained;  but  that 
the  premises  must  be  confined  to  what  was  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  agreement;  and 
therefore  that  no  evidence  was  admissible  to  extend  the 
premises  beyond  what  was  then  in  his  possession.     In 
Goodtitle  dem.  Radford  v.  Southern  (a),  where  a  testator 
devised  all  his  farm,  called  Trogue^s  Farm^  then  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  ^.  C,  and  it  appeared  that  part  only  of  that 
farm  was  in  the  occupation  of  A.  C,  parol  evidence  was 
admitted  to  extend  the  devise  to  other  lands  of  Ttogu^s 
Farm^  not  in  the  occupation  o(  A.C.    This  case,  there^ 
fore,  shews,  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  such 
an  amhiguity  as  the  present.     In  the  present  case,  it  being 
ambiguous  of  what  the  brickworks  consisted,  it  was  com- 
petent for  the  defendants  to  give  parol  evidence  to  explain 

(o)  1  M.  &  S.  299. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pieai,  what  those  Were  which  were  intended  to  be  comprised ; 

1830.  .  •  . 

^     and  as  it  appears  that  Joseph  FradUey  had  no  interest. 

Paddock      and  the  form  of  the  plea  does  not  raise  an  undertaking  on 

Faadlbt.      his  part  to  indemnify  Buckley ^  I  am  of  opinion,  that  Joseph 

Fradley  was  a  competent  witness,  and  that^hb  testimony 

was  properly  received. 

<  BoLLAND,  B. — There  are  two  material  points  for  our  con- 
sideration in  this  case.    Firsts  whether  Joseph  Fradley  was 
interested,  and  therefore  incompetent  to  give  evidence  for 
the  defendants ;  and  secondly ,  whether  his  evidence  was 
admissible  to  explain  the  written  agreement.    I  have  look- 
ed in  vain  for  something  to  shew  an  engagement  to  in- 
demnify Buckley f  upon  which  the  argument  for  the  plain- 
tiff has  been  founded.    It  would  be  very  different  if  there 
had  been  any  warranty  or  covenant  on  the  part  of  Joseph 
Fradley;  because,  then  it  might  fairly  have  been  said,  that 
he  came  to  support  the  rights  to  which  such  covenant  or 
warranty  appUed,  and  so,  that  there  ought  to  have  been  a 
release  from  Buckley*    It  being  therefore  non-apparent 
that  there  was  any  such  engagement  to  indemnify,  and 
the  form  of  the  plea  not  appearing  to  me  necessarily  to 
imply  an  indemnity,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  Joseph  Frad- 
ley was  a  competent  witness,  without  a  release  from  Buck- 
ley.    With  regard  to  the  second  question,  namely,  whe- 
ther Joseph  Fradley  could  be  called  to  explain  the  written 
ngreement,  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  rest  of  the 
Court     In  all  matters  of  this  description,  we  must  look  to 
the  instrument,  and  to  the  words  of  it;  if  the  words  are 
clear,  a  witness  cannot  be  called  to  explain  the  intent;  but 
if  they  are  ambiguous  and  indeterminate,  the  instrument 
may  be  explained  by  parol  testimony.     This  instrument  is 
of  the  latter  description,  and  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  the 
/evidence  was  admissible;  and,  having  been  given  by  a  com- 
pctent  witness,  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Hxcfu  of  Pleas, 
1830. 

Ladd  r.  Arnaboldi. 

J.  HE  defendant  was  arrested  on  a  quo  minus  issued  the  By  ruling  tiie 
26i\i  November,  returnable  the  28tli  (the  last  day  of  Mi-  [jYhfwf- 
chaelmas  Term),  and  on  the  4th  December  put  in  bailf  f®*^®.  j**.®  ^^^^^^ 

'  ^  justifying  bail 

which  wer^  duly  excepted  to.  On  the  23rd  January  (the  bu  expired, 
first  day  of  Hilary  Term),  the  defendant  obtained  time  to  does^noTeniarge 
justify  on  the  27th,  and  on  tlie  25th  gave  notice  of  adding  Syi^gbarunt" 
and  justifying  bail^for  that  day. .  On  the  ^th  the  sberjf^  til  tbe  expiration 
was  ruled  to  bring  in  the  body  (in  six  days);  and  tbe  if,  at  the  period' 
bail  not  having  justified  on  the  27  th,  the  plaintiff  on  that  Jem?;  oHhe''" 
day  took  an  assignment  of  the  bail  bond,  and  issued  writi^  body  rule,  tbe 

"'  o  .  '^  -^   lime  for  justifi- 

thereon  against  the  defendant  and  his  bail.     On  the.SOtb  cation  expires, 

-i_     V    •!  •      .'n    J  ^c  take  an  a»- 

the  bail  justified.  signment  of  the 

bail  bond;  for, 
by  80  doing,  be 

In  Hilary  Term,  Archbold  obtained  a  rule  to  ^hew  cause  waives  the  body 
why  the  proceedings  upon  the  bail  b^nd  ^oidd  not  be  set  B.,  diuentiente. 
aside  for  h-regulari ty.  .„|^*^  tf^""^' 

o  -^  *    ant  do  not  Jus- 

tify his  bail  in 
due  time,  and 

John  Jerms  shewed  cause. — This  rule  may  be  put  upai|>  compemu  ad 
two  grounds;    First,  that  by  rulii^  the  sheriff  the  plain-  toTdedarafion 
tiff  has  made  his  election,  and  cannot  afterwards  proceed  ^n  the  bui  bond, 

'  *  the  Court  will 

against  the  bail;  and,  secondly ,  that  tbe  rule  to  bring  in  order  the ap- 
the  body  enlarges  the  time  for  the  justification  of  the  defend^t^obe 
bail.    An  assignment  of  tbe  baU  bond  may  be  taken  after  [^^ay on'^hfch 
a  rule  to  bring  in  the  body,  and  even  after  an  attachment  ^^«  bail  justi- 
has  been  lodged  against  the  Aeriff,  if  the  attachment  be 
waived.    Brown  v.  Neave  (a),  Pople  v.  WyaU  (6).    The 
bail  are  not  prejudiced  by  proceedings  against  the  sheriff, 
but  it  is  otherwise  if  tbe  assignment.be  first  taken,  ber 
cause  then  the  Aeriff  is  deprived  of  his  indemnity,  and 
no  subsequent  proceeding  can  be  taken  against  him. 

(o)  Wightw.  406.  (ft)  15  East,  215. 

VOL.  I.  H 
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Exch.  of  pieait,  Now,  if  the  plaintiff  may  waive  an  attachment  against  the 

sheriff  and  proceed  against  the  bail,  a  fortiori,  he  may 
waive  a  rule  to  bring  in  the  body,  which  is  merely  a  pre- 
liminary step  to  expedite  the  proceedings,  at  a  period  of 
the  cause  when  it  is  uncertain  whether  a  default  will  be 
committed  by  the  defendant.  Upon  this  subject  the  case 
of  Poidevin  v.  Harvey  (a)  is  an  express  authority.  There 
a  rule  nisi  was  granted  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  on  a 
bail  bond,  on  the  ground  that  the  assignment  had  been 
taken  after  service  of  a  rule  upon  the  sheriff  to  bring  in 
the  body;  but  the  Court  discharged  the  rule,  on  the  grounds 
that  the  plaintiff  might  waive  the  proceedings  against  the 
sheriff,  and  take  an  assignment  of  the  bond.  That  case, 
although  it  is  not  a  decision  of  this  Court,  was  acted  upon 
and  recognized  in  the  case  o{  Brown  v.  Neave  in  thb  Court ; 
and  although,  in  a  late  case,  {Whittle  y.  Oldacre)(b\  it  was 
decided,  that,  in  the  Court  o{ King's  Bench,  the  rules  upon 
the  sheriff,  and  the  time  allowed  the  defendant  for  putting 
in  and  perfecting  bail,  are  concurrent,  and  expire  toge- 
ther, that  case  is  no  authority  for  the  practice  of  this 
Court,  which  has  bete  different;  more  particularly  as  in 
that  case  the  plaintiff  adopted  the  rule  for  bringing  in  the 
body  by  taking  no  steps  at  the  period  when,  independent- 
ly of  that  rule,  the  time  for  justification  would  have  expir- 
ed ;  whereas,  in  this  case,  the  time  for  justification,  inde- 
pendently of  the  rule,  did  not  expire  until  the  S7th,  upon 
which  day  the  assignment  was  taken. 

Archboldy  contra, — In  the  case  of  Whittle  y.  Oldacre 
all  the  authorities  were  reviewed,  and,  after  deliberatioii, 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  decided,  that  when  the  sherifiT 
is  ruled  to  bring  in  the  body,  proceedings  cannot  be  taken 
on  the  bail  bond  until  that  rule  has  expired.    An  assign- 

(a)  Wightw.  407.  (5)  7  B.  &  C.  478;  t  M.  &  R.  298. 
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ment  before  that  time  is  therefore  irrefirular^  and  it  oudit  E^eh.  rf  Pleat, 

I8d0. 

to  be  so,  because,  in  practice,  when  the  sheriff  is  ruled,  he     - 
gires  notice  to  the  baO,  and  it  would  lead  to  great  incon-        Ladd 
Tenience  if  proceedings  could  be  taken  against  them  be-    arnaboldi. 
fore  that  rule  expires. 

Per  Cur. — The  proceedings  are  regular  according  to 
the  practice  of  this  Court.  By  not  perfecting  his  bail  in 
due  time,  the  defendant  is  in  default,  and  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  an  assigmnent  of  the  bail  bond  attaches,  and  is 
complete  upon  that  default.  The  object  of  the  rule  is  to 
bring  the  sheriff  into  contempt,  and  is  a  distinct  and  sepa- 
rate proceeding. 

An  affidavit  of  merits  was  afterwards  produced,  and 
the  rule  was  made  absolute,  the  bail  bond  standing  as  a 
security*  The  plaintiff  did  not,  however,  draw  up  and 
serve  this  rule,  but  pleaded  to  the  declaration  upon  the 
bail  bond,  comperuit  ad  dwn, 

A  rule  was  dterwards  obtained,  .calling  upcm  the  de- 
fendant to  shew  cause  why  the  appearance  of  the  defend-* 
ant  should  not  be  recorded  as  of  the  30th  January,  on 
which  day  die  bail  justified,  upon  the  authority  of  Austen 
Vs  Fenton  (a),  and  AUday  v.  George  (6). 

Chilian  shewed  cause. — The  Court  will  not  make  this 
rule  absolute  if  the  bail  were  justified  in  due  time.  Now, 
upon  this  point,  there  are  distinct  authorities,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  rules  the  sheriff  to  bring  in  the  body,  he  thereby 
gives  the  defendant  the  same  time  for  justifying  his  bail 
as  the  sheriff  has  for  bringing  in  the  body.  In  Wrighi 
V.  Walker  (e)  it  was  expresdy  decided,  that,  if  bail  are  put 
in  and  justified  according  to  the  rule  upon  the  sheriff,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  proceed  upon  the  bail  bond ;  and  in  Black- 

(a)  1  Taunt.  23.  (6)  9  Price,  406.  (c)  3  B.  &  P.  564» 
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Bxeh.  0/  Pleat,  fotdv.  HawUns  (a)  the  same  poii^t  was  decided,  althongh; 

<      ^   '  ^     by  the  report,  the  decision  proceeded'  upon  the  ground 
Ladd        that  by  ruling  the  sheriff  the  plaintiff  had  made  his  elec- 

Arnabolpi.  tion,  and  could  not  afterwards  proceed  against  the  bail. 
In  Whittle  v.  Oldacre,  however,  all  the  cases  were  review- 
ed, and  the  Court,  having  taken  time  to  consider,  exam- 
ined the  affidavits  in  each  case.  That  case,  therefore, 
which  is  expressly  in  pk>int,  is  of  great  authority.  Broum 
T.  Neave  and  Poidevih  v.  Harvey  are  not,  when  examin- 
ed, opposed  to  these  authorities.  In  the  first,  the  attach- 
ment had  been  set  aside;  and  then,  upon  the  authority  of 
Pople  v.  Wyait  (i),  it  was  regular  to  proceed  against  the 
bail;  in  the  second,  it  is  uncertain,  from  the  note,  whe- 
ther the  rule  to  bring  in  the  body  had  expired.  If  it  had 
expired,  it  was  regular  to  proceed  against  the  bail,  because 
il  might  be  waived;  and,  if  it  had  not  expired,  that  which 
was  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  has  been 
overruled  by  the  late  case  of  Whittle  v.  Oldacre. 

John  JerviSf  contra. — ^The  practice  of  the  Common  Pleas 
proceeds  upon  the  ground  of  an  election,  in  which  respect 
the  practice  of  this  Court  is  different  (e);  and  this  observa- 
tion disposes  of  the  cases  decided  in  that  Court*  This  dif- 
ference in  the  practice  of  the  different  Courts  is  also  a  rea- 
son why,  upon  questions  of  practice,  it  is  impossible  to  be 
bound  by  decisions  in  other  Courts ;  and  although  it  is  de- 
sirable that  the  practice  of  the  difierent  Courts  should  be 
assimilated,  until  that  is  done,  each  Court  must  be  bound 
by  its  own  practice.  Now,  that  the  assignment  of  the  bail 
bond  was  regular  in  this  case  has  already  been  decided » 
and  the  case  of  Poidevin  v.  Harvey  is  an  authority  for 
that  judgment;  for  although  that  was  not  a  decision  of 
this  Court,  it  was  acted  upon  and  recognized,  and  thua 


(a)  7  B.  Moore,  600;  1  BiDg.         (6)  15  East,  215. 
181.  (c)  1  Tidd,  297;  1  Man.  121. 
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became  the  rule  of  practice  of  this  Court.    By  the  default  Exek  of  Vkua, 
of  the  defendant,  the  right  o£  the  plaintiff  to  the  assign-  ^  '  ^ 

ment  is  perfected ;  Bond  v.  Evans  {a)  \  and  in  this  Court  Ladd 
the  rule  upon  the  sheriff  is  not  a  step  in  the  cause,  but  AaNAsoLoi. 
collateral  merely,  for  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  enabling  th^  plaintiff,  when  the  pericfd  air- 
rives  at  which  he  mu9t  elect  his  course,  to  proceed  against 
the  sheriff.  Before  that  period  arrives,  the  rule  may  be 
waived  within  the  time  allowed  for  justification  indepen- 
dently of  the  rule. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider;  and  there  being  a 
difference  of  opinion,  the  Judges  delivered  their  judgments 
seriatim. 

Garrow,  B.,  aflter  briefly  stating  the  facts  and  dates  of 
the  case,  expressed  his  opinion,  that  the  assignment  of  the 
bail  bond  was  regular,  according  to  the  practice  of  this 
Court;  that  the  assignment  having  been  taken  on  the  S7tb 
January i  the  plaintiff  had  waived  the  rule,  and  could 
not  be  said  to  have  made  his  election  to  proceed  with  the 
rule  so  as  to  enlarge  the  time  for  putting  in  bail,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Vaughan,  B* — This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  shew  cause,  why  his  appearance  should  not  be  re- 
corded as  of  a  particular  day.  It  was  an  action  upon  a 
recognuEance  of  bail,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  com-^ 
peruit  ad  diem;  and  if  the  plaintiff  be  not  entitled  to 
make  this  rule  absolute,  he  will  be  defeated  in  this  action. 
It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
make  this  rule  absolute  ex  debito  justiti€d,  and  there  are 
authorities  which  sanction  the  application,  provided  the 
facts  of  the  case  warrant  the  Court  in  exercising  their  dis- 

(a)  7  D.  &  R.  374;  4  B.  &  C.  864. 
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^^*-5f  '*'*«*»  cretion  to  grant  it.  At  one  time  it  seems  to  have  been 
'  ^  doubted,  whether  this  Court  could  entertain  an  applica- 
Ladd  tion  like  the  present(ii);  but,  in  the  case  of  AUday^, 
Arwaboldt.  George (b)f  this  Court  retraced  their  steps,  and  granted 
the  amendment,  being  of  opinion  that  the  motion  was  found- 
ed in  reason.  In  Ausien  ▼.  Fenian{c)i  also,  a  similar 
amendment  was  made,  and  the  Court  said,  **  the  entry  of 
bail  relates  generally  to  the  term,  theefiect  of  which  must 
be,  that  the  action,  though  properly  commenced,  will  be 
defeated.  There  can  be  no  reason  why,  for  the  purpose 
of  obviating  this  consequence,  the  entry  should  not  be 
made  according  to  the  truth  of  the  fact."  The  authorities, 
therefore,  fevour  the  amendment;  but  it  is  resisted  on  an- 
other ground,  and  the  occasion  was  taken  to  impugn  the 
decision  of  this  Court,  upon  the  very  point  between  the 
same  parties,  iitm-fdrmer  stage  of  the  cause,  upon  a  rule  to 
set  aside  the  proceedings  upon  the  bail  bond,  for  irregu- 
larity. Perhaps  we  should  have  acted  more  consistently, 
had  we  refused  to  hear  this  question  discussed  a  second 
time,  because  the  object  of  this  discussion  was  indirectly 
to  impugn  the  judgment  of  this  Court,  and  to  re-argue  a 
question  which  having  been  once  decided  between  the 
same  parties,  ought,  as  between  them  at  least,  to  have  been 
at  rest.  The  case,  however,  was  re-argued,  and  I  still  re- 
tain  my  original  opmion,  upon  grounds  which  I  will  now 
state.  This  question  has  been  put  upon  different  grounds 
in  the  different  Courts.  It  has  been  said,  that  the  plain- 
tiff*makes  his  election,  by  ruting  the  sheriff*  to  bring  in  the 
body,  and  cannot  afterwards  proceed  against  the  bail;  and 
it  has  also  been  said,  that  the  rale  upon  the  sheriff  en- 
larges the  time  for  the  justi^cation  of  the  bail,  and  that 
the  defendant  has  the  same  time  to  justify  his  bail,  as  the 
sheriff  has  to  bring  in  the  body^  By  the  practice  of  all 
the  Courts,  if  the  defendant  does  not  justify  his  bail  with- 

(a)  Arum*  3  Price,  36.         {b)  9  Price,  406.  (c)  1  Taunt.  23, 


TRINITY  TERM«  il  GEO.  IV.   AND  1  WILL.  IV.  lt)3 

in  due  time  after  exception,  he  is  guilty  of  a  default,  and  £jch.  of  PUas, 
the  plaintiff  may  adopt  either  of  two  courses;  he  may  take 
an  assignment  of  the  bail  bond,  or  proceed  against  the 
sheriff  by  attachment.  By  ruling  th<e  sheriff  to  bring  in 
the  body,  as  a  step  preliipinary  to  an  attachment,  it  is  said, 
in  some  of  the  cases,  that  the  plaintiff  makes  his  election, 
and  cannot  afterwards  proceed  against  the  bail.  I  cannot, 
however,  assent  to  this  doctrine,  more  especially  when  I 
find  that,  in  the  case  of  Pople  v.  Wffait{a)f  it  was  decided, 
that  after  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff  had  been 
lodged,  the  plaintiff  might  abandon  the  attachment,  and 
proceed  against  the  bail ;  and  when,  in  the  case  of  Brawn 
V.  Neavey  in  this  Court,  it  was  held  that,  an  attachment 
against  the  sheriff  having  been  set  aside,  an  assignment 
of  the  bail  bond  might  be  taken.  It  is  true,  that  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  proceed  against  the  sheriff,  after  the  bail-bond 
has  been  assigned,  because  then  the  sheriff  has  been  de- 
prived of  his  remedy  against  the  bail,  and  has  no  means  of 
indemnifying  himself;  but  the  converse  of  this  is  not  true, 
for  the  plaintiff  may  wsdve  the  proceedings  against  the 
sheriff,  and  take  an  assignment  of  the  bail  bond.  Upon 
the  other  question,  namely,  whether,  by  ruling  the  sheriff^ 
the  plaintiff  enlarges  the  time  for  the  justification  of  bail, 
it  is  to  be  lamented  that  the  cases  are  not  uniform,  and 
that  no  distinct  principle  is  to  be  collected  from  them,  by 
which  we  may  be  guided  in  our  decision.  Undoubtedly, 
the  cases  of  Wright  v.  Walker ^  and  Whittle  v.  Oldacre^ 
are  authorities  to  shew,  that  the  rule  upon  the  sheriff  to 
bring  in  the  body,  and  the  time  for  justifying  the  bail,  are 
concurrent.  In  the  former  case,  it  does  not  appear  at 
what  period  the  time  for  justifying  the  bail  expired,  inde- 
pendently of  the  rule ;  and,  in  the  latter  case,  the  time  for 
justification  expired  on  the  10th  of  February,  and,  upon 
the  12th,  the  assignment  was  taken.     In  the  latter  case, 

(a)  15  East,  215. 
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therefore,  the  plamtiff  acted  upon,  and  adopted  the  rule ; 
but  in  this  case,  the  time  for  the  justification  of  th^bail 
had  not  expired  when  the  body  rule  was  served,  and  the 
assignment  having  been  taken  on  the  S7th,  nothing  had 
been  done  upon  the  rule,  so  far  as  the  defendant  and  the 
bail  to  the  sheriff  were  concerned.  This  circumstance,  in 
my  opinion,  differs  this  case  from  those  to  which  I  have 
alluded;  but  the  case  of  Poidevin  v.  Harvey^  which  was 
adopted  and  recognized  in  this  Court,  is  expressly  in  point. 
It  was  there  held,  that  after  service  of  a  rule  upon  the 
sheriff  to  bring  in  the  body,  the  plaintiff  might  waive  the 
proceedings  against  the  sheriff,  and  take  an  assignment  of 
the  bond.  Now  if,  as  in  the  cases  of  Peple  v.  Wyatif 
and  Brown  v.  Neate^  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff 
may  be  waived,  I  can  discover  no  reason  why  that  which 
is  an  anterior  step,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  expediting  Ae 
proceedings,  and  putting  the  plaintiff  into  the  condition  of 
getting  the  attachment,  may  not  be  waived  also ;  more  par- 
ticularly, for  I  wish  to  found  myself  upon  that  distinction, 
when  nothing  is  done  consequent  upon  that  step,  which  in 
any  way  can  affect  the  defendant  or  his  bail;  and  when, 
independently  of  that  rule,  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
assignment  is  perfect  and  complete.  In  my  opinion,  it  is 
diflScult  to  suggest  any  reason  for  depriving  the  plaintiff  of 
this  rule,  because,  if  our  former  unanimous  opinion  was 
right,  though  this  action,  according  to  that  opinion,  is  pro- 
perly sustainable,  he  would  be  defeated  by  this  plea,  if  this 
rule  were  not  made  absolute. 


Boll  AND,  B. — The  question  in  this  case  is  narrowed  to 
a  single  point,  namely,  whether  the  body  rule  has  the  effect 
of  enlarging  the  time  for  the  justification  of  bail,  until  that 
rule  has  expired.  Upon  reviewing  the  authorities  upon 
this  subject,  I  cannot  but  think,  that  the  rule  laid  down 
deliberately  by  the  Court  of  Kings  Benchy  in  the  case  of 
Whittle  V.  Oldacre,  is  the  sound  rule.     Whatever  may 


TRINITY  TERM,  11  GEO.  IV.  AND  1  WILL.  IV. 


105 


Ladd 

V. 

Arnaboldi. 


have  been  decided  before,  that  case  proceeds  nipon  a  revi-  Exeh.  o/PUat, 
Bionp{  all  the  authorities,  and  distinctly  lays  down,  that 
the  rule  upon  the  sheriff  to  bring  in  the  body  does  enlarge 
the  time  for  justification.  Moreover,  the  uncertainty  which 
would  ensue  from  a  contrary  rule,  would,  in  my  opinion, 
be  highly  inconvenient;  and  therefore,  looking  at  the  differ- 
ent authorities,  and  the  good  sense  of  the  thing,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  body  rule  does  enlarge  the  time  for  justi- 
fication, and  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged*  But,  as 
my  brothers,  who  are  more  conversant  with  the  practice  of 
this  Court,  are  of  a  contrary  opinion,  the  rule  will  of  course 
be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER, 

(In  Error  from  the  Court  o/ King's  Bench  J  • 


an 


Eastgrby  v.  Sampson  and  Another. 

M  HE  plaintiffs  below,  the  defendants  in  error,  declar-  a  lease  of  j 
ed  in  covenant,  (after  reciting  that  Sir  Charles  Turner,  ""^vided  third 

,  P*rt  of  certain 

before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  indenture  of  de-  mines,  reciting, 
mlse  thereinafter  next  mentioned,  was  seised  in  his  de-  sion'of  the  lessor 
mesne  as  of  fee,  of  and  in  one  undivided  third  part,  the  Sr  Ae^otherTwo 
whole  into  three  equal  parts  to  be  divided,  of  and  in  the  jWrds,  the  lessee 

had  pulled  down 

tenements  with,  the  appurtenances,  situate  &c.,  there-  an  old  smelting 
inafter  next  mentioned  to  have  been  demised,  to  wit,  at  ^reed"to  build 

•  another  of  larger 
dimensions,  contained  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  keep  such  new  mill  in  repair,  and  so  leave  it  at 
the  expiration  of  the  term,  but  contained  no  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  build  the  new  mill: — Heldf 
that  such  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  might  be  implied,  and  that  the  lessor  might  sue  upon  the  im- 
plied  covenant  in  respect  of  his  interest. 

A,f  by  lease,  containing  a  recital  from  which  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  build  a  smelting  mill  was 
to  be  implied,  demised  all  mines  and  minerals  then  open  or  discovered,  or  which  might,  during  the 
term,  be  opened  or  discovered  at  or  under  certain  moors  and  waste  landa,  and  also  all  smelting  mills 
then  standing  upon  the  said  lands,  with  full  liberty  to  sink  shafts  then,  and  to  build  thereon  any 
mills  or  other  buildings  requisite  for  mines,  habendum  the  demised  premises  with  the  appurtenances 
for  nineteen  years.  A.  assigned  his  reversion  of  and  in  the  demised  premises  with  the  appurte- 
nances  to  B,,  who  devised  the  same  to  C; — Held,  that  the  implied  covenant  to  build  a  smelting 
mill  ran  with  the  land,  because  it  tended  to  the  use,  benefit,  and  advantage  of  the  thing  demised, 
and  that  the  asdgnee  of  the  reversion  might  therefore  sue  upon  it. 
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Exck.  Ckambtr,  &c.  Scc),  that  the  8aid  Sir  Charles^  beiog  so  seised  thereof, 
^  to  wit,  on  &c.|  at  &c,,  by  a  certain  indenture  of  lease  then 
EAtTERBY  and  there  m^de  between  the  said  Sir  Charles  of  the  one 
SAMNoif.  V^vt;  and  A.  S.,  J.  S.,  G.  D.,  the  said  defendant,  W»  H., 
and  F.  H.,  of  the  other  part ;  whereby,  after  stating  that 
the  said  Sir  Charles  did,  in  the  month  o{  December,  1799, 
agree  with  the  said  A.  S.,  J.  S.,  G.  2).,  the  said  defend- 
ant, W.  H,,  and  F.  H.^  to  demise  to  them,  for  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years,  to  commence  from  the  1st  oi  January 
then  next  foUowingy  the  undivided  third  part  of  the  said 
Sir  Charles  of  and  in  the  mines,  minerals,  and  quarries, 
thereinafter  described ;  at  and  under  the  yearly  rent  of  &c«, 
and  under  and  subject  to  the  covenants  and  agreements 
thereinafter  contained ;  and  the  said  A.  S,,  J.  S,,  G.  D., 
the  said  defendant,  W.  H.,  and  F.  H.^  did,  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  agreements  between  them  and  the  said  Sir 
Charles,  enter  upon  and  take  possesion  of  the  said  third 
part  and  premises,  on  or  about  the  said  1st  oi  January, 
1800,  and  had  paid  two  years*  rent  for  the  same,  &c. ;  and 
reciting  that  the  said  A*  S,,  J.  S.,  G.  D.,  the  said  defend- 
ant, JV.  H;  and  F*  H.,  had,  since  the  said  1st  ot  January, 
1800,  by  and  with  the  permission  of  the  said  Sir  Charles, 
and  of  W.  S.,  Esq.,  and  C.  F.  F,,  Esq.,  the  owners  of  the 
other  two  third  parts  of  the  said  mines  and  premises,  taken 
down  a  smelting  mill  belonging  to  them,  situate  upon  part 
of  a  tract  of  waste  ground  within  the  manor,  &c.,  and  some 
other  contiguous  buildings;  and  the  said  A.  S.,  J,  S*,  G. 
D.,  the  said  defendant,  W.  H.,  and  F.  H.,  did  engage  to 
erect,  at  their  own  expense,  a  smelting  mill  of  larger  dimen- 
sions, with  several  adjoining  buildings,  upon  another  part 
of  the  said  tract  of  waste  ground,  which  mill,  with  the 
water-wheel  belonging  thereto,  and  the  said  other  build- 
ings, it  had  been  agreed  should  belong  to  and  be  the  pro- 
perty of  the  said  Sir  Charles,  W,  S.,  and  C.  jP.  F.,  in  lieu 
of  the  said  mill  and  buildings  so  taken  down ;  the  said  in- 
denture witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of  the  rent  thereby 
reserved,  and  of  the  covenants  and  agreements  thereinaf- 
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ter  contained  on  the  part  of  the  said  A.  S.,  J.  S.f  G.  jD.,  Bxck.  Chamber, 
the  said  defendant,  W.  H.,  and  jP.  H.,  the  said  Sir  Charles  - 
did  demises  grant,  and  to  farm  let  unto  the  said  A.  #5.,  J.  Easterbt 
iS.,  6.  D.f  the  said  defendant,  W.  H.,  and  F.  JET.,  their  Sampsov. 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  that  the  said  un» 
diTided  third  part  or  share  of  the  said  Sir  Charles^  of  and 
in  all  and  singular  the  mines,  veins,  pipes,  floats,  strings 
and  parcels  of  lead,  tin,  and  copper  ore,  and  other  minerals 
and  fossils  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  which  were  then 
open,  known,  found,  discovered,  or  which  could,  should, 
or  nught,  during  the  continuance  of  that  demise,  be  opened  ^ 
known,  found,  discovered,  or  gotten,  in,  within,  upon, 
from,  or  under  all  the  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and  inclos- 
ed lands,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  or  within,  or  parcel 
of  the  several  manors  or  lordships,  or  reputed  manors  or 
lordsUps,  &c.;  and  also,  of  and  in  all  mines  and  seams  of 
coal,  and  quarriea  of  stone,  tiben  found,  discovered,  or 
opened,  or  which,  during  die  continoaiice  of  that  demise, 
could,  should,  or  might  be  found,  discovered,  or  opened  in 
or  within  the  said  manors  or  lordships,  or  reputed  manors  or 
lordships,  &c. ;  and  also  of  and  in  all  smelting  mills,  stamping 
mills,  refining  mills,  store-houses,  work-houses,  smith's 
ferges,  bingsteads,  sheds,  hovels,  and  buildings,  situate, 
standing,  or  being  in  or  upon  any  part  of  the  said  moors, 
commons,  or  wastes,  which  then  were,  or  at  any  time  there- 
after had  been,  commonly  used  or  employed  for  mining 
purposes,  together  with  full  and  free  liberty,  power,  and 
authority  to  and  for  the  said  A.  S,,  J,  5,,  G.  D.,  the  said 
defendant,  W.  &.,  and  JP.  A*.,  their  executors,  administrar 
tors,  and  assigns,  and  their  and  every  of  their  agents, 
miners,  workmen,  and  servants,  from  time  to  time,  and  at 
an  times  during  the  continuance  of  that  demise,  to  dig, 
sink,  drive,  work,  and  make  grooves,  shafts,  pits,  drifts, 
pumps,  way-gates,  adits,  and  levels,  and  to  use  all  other 
lawful  ways  and  means  whatsoever,  (hushing  in  any  lands 
or  grounds  lying  within  the  said  manors,  or  any  of  them, 
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Exch.  Ckmnber,  and  which  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  indenture 
v..^,^..^  were  inclosed,  only  excepted,  unless  the  same  should  be 
Easterbit  done  with  the  licence  and  consent  in  writing  of  the  lords  of 
Saupson.  the  said  manors  for  the  time  being,  to  be  signified  as  there- 
inafter was  mentioned),  during  the  continuance  of  that  de- 
mise, for  the  searching  for,  finding,  discovering,  winning, 
working,  and- getting  of  the  lead,  tin,  and  copper  ore,  and 
coal,  and  all  other  minerals  and  fossils  of  what  nature  or 
kind  soever,  and  for  working  the  said  quarries,  and  burn- 
ing lime  in  or  upon  all  or  any  of  the  moors,  commons, 
wastes,  and  inclosed  lands,  situate,  lying,  or  being  in  or 
within,  or  parcel  of,  the  manors  or  lordships,  or  reputed 
manors  or  lordships,  of  &c. ;  and  one  third  part  or  share  of 
the  said  lead,  tin,  and  copper  ore,  and  coal,  and  all  other 
minerals  and  fossils  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  which 
should  be  so  found,  raised,  or  gotten,  to  have,  lead,  and 
carry  away,  and  take  and  convert  to  and  for  the  proper 
use  and  benefit  of  the  said  A,  S,,  J.  S,^  G*  i).,  the  said  de- 
fendant, W.  H.f  and  F.  JET.,  their  exiecutors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns ;  but  so  as  thiat  in  and  by  the  use  or  exer- 
cise of  the  powers  or  authorities  thereby  given,  the  scite 
or  foundation  of  any  house,  mill,  or  other  building,  should 
not  be  injured,  nor  the  soil  in  any  yard,  court,  garden, 
plantation,  or  orchard,  adjoining  or  contiguous  to  any 
house  or  building,  be  opened  or  broken ;  and  also  with  full 
and  free  liberty,  power,  and  authority,  (but  so  far  only  as 
tbe  said  Sir  Charles  could  or  might  lawfully  grant  the 
same,  and  not  otherwise),  to  and  for  the  said  A.  S.,  «/•  /£, 
G,  D.,  the  said  defendant,  W.  H.,  and  F,  i7.,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  and  their,  and  every  of 
their  agents,  miners,  workmen,  and  servants,  from  time  to 
time,  and  at  all  times  during  the  continuance  of  that  de- 
mise, to  have  ground-room,  heap-room,  and  pit-room,  in 
and  upon  the  said  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and  inclosed 
lands,  as  well  for  the  laying  and  placing,  washing,  dress- 
ing, and  storing  of  the  ores,  minerals^  and  fossils,  coal,  and 


TRINITY  TERM,  11  GEO*  IV.  AND  1  WILL.  IV.  109 

stones,  which  should  from  time  to  time  be  so  wrought,  ExcK  Chamber, 
won,  or  dug  forth  or  out  of  the  mines  and  quarries  of  which  '—^ 

one  third  part  was  thereinbefore  demised,  and  arise  from  Easterby 
waste  hillocks  situate  upon  the  said  manors  or  lordships,  Sampson. 
as  also  of  such  stones,  earth,  gravel,  metal,  and  rubbish, 
as  should  proceed,  or  be  had,  gotten,  or  come  forth  or  out 
of  the  same  mines  and  quarries  in  the  winning  and  work* 
ing  thereof,  and  for  any  of  those  purposes  to  make,  lay, 
and  use  waggon-ways,  and  other  ways,  in,  through,  over, 
along,  and  upon  the  said  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and  in- 
closed lands;  and  also  for  way-leave,  and  passage,  and 
ingress,  egres3,  and  regress,  in,  upon,  over,  and  along  the 
said  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and  inclosed  lands,  as  well  on 
foot  and  on  horseback,  as  with  carts,  carriages,  and  horses, 
to  and  from  the  said  mines  and  quarries;  and  likewise  with 
full  and  free  liberty,  power,  and  authority,  (but  so  far  only 
as  the  said  Sir  Charles  could  or  might  lawfully  grant  the 
same,  and  not  otherwise),  to  and  for  the  said  A.  S.^  J.  S., 
G.  jD.,  the  said  defendant,  W.  H,,  and  F.  H.,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  and  their  .  agents, 
miners,  servants,  and  workmen,  from  time  to  time,  and  at 
all  times  during  the  continuance  of  that  demise,  to  divert 
or  turn  any  watercourse  or  watercourses,  and  to  dig  and 
make  any  watercourses,  drains,  adits,  levels,  trenches, 
dams,  or  sluices,  in,  upon,  or  through  any  part  of  the  said 
moors,  commons,  wastes,  and  inclosed  lands  within  the 
said  manors  or  lordships,  &c.,  for  working  any  machinery 
or  engines  for  the  purpose  of  mining,  or  for  washing, 
cleansing,  dressing,  smelting,  refining,  and  manufactur- 
ing the  lead,  tin,  and  copper  ore,  and  minerals,  and  fossils, 
which  should  or  might  be  raised  or  gotten  as  aforesaid, 
and  be  produced  from  such  waste  hillocks  as  aforesaid; 
and  with  full  and  free  liberty,  power,  and  authority,  (but 
so  far  only  as  the  said  Sir  Charles  could  or  might  lawfully 
grant  the  same,  and  not  otherwise),  to  and  for  the  said  ^i. 
jS.,  «/•  iS.,  G.  Z).,  the  said  defendant,  W.  H.^  and  F.  H., 
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Bxeh,  ckawibert  their  ezecutors,  admimstratoniy  and  asBigns,  to  do,  perform, 
^  and  execute  all  such  oUier  works,  matters,  and  things, 
EAftTBRBY  (hushing  as  aforesaid  only  excepted),  as  should  or  might 
SAimoN.  ^  necessary  for  winning  and  working  the  sud  mines  and 
quarries,  and  dressing  and  sraeltang  the  ore  and  mineral* 
obtained  therefrom,  and  from  the  waste  hillocks  upon  the 
said  manors  or  lordships ;  and  also  foil  and  free  liberty, 
power,  and  authority  to  and  for  the  said  A.  S,,  J,  £.,  G.  Z)., 
the  said  defendant,  W.  H.^  and  F*  H.,  their  executors, 
adnnnistratorB,  and  assigns,  duiing  die  continuance  of  that 
demise,  to  erect  or  build  in  or  upon  any  part  of  the  said 
modrs,  commons,  wastes,  and  hmds  dien  uninclosed,  all 
such  smelting  mills,  stamping  mills,  rolling  mills,  crushing 
mills,  refining  mills,  roasting  houses,  smith's  forges,  and 
furnaces,  chimnies,  engines,  store-houses,  hovels,  lodges, 
sheds,  bingsteads,  and  other  buildings  and  erections,  as 
should  or  might  be  requisite  or  necessary  for  the  better 
and  more  eiFectually  winning  and  working  of  the  said 
mines  and  quarries,  and  for  washing,  dressing,  smelting, 
refining,  and  manufacturing  the  lead,  tin,  and  copper  ore, 
fossils,  stones,  and  minerals,  which  should  be  raised  or 
gotten  in,  within,  upon,  from,  or  out  of  the  said  moors, 
commons,  wastes,  and  inclosed  lands,  and  waste  hillocks, 
or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  also  to  dig,  take, 
and  carry  away  peat  and  turf  off  and  from  the  said  moors 
and  commons,  for  the  purpose  of  roasting,  smelting,  or  re- 
fining the  ore  raised  out  of  the  said  mines,  or  for  working 
steam  engines  or  other  engines,  and  for  the  use  of  the 
miners,  agents,  and  workmen  employed  in  working  the 
same,  both  at  their  dwelling  houses,  and  at  the  level  heaps 
or  shaft  heaps ;  and  also  to  take  and  get  ling  from  the  said 
moors  or  commons  for  the  like  purposes ;  and  also  for  the 
purpose  of  thatching  and  covering  any  of  the  buildings 
belonging  to  the  said  mines,  and  the  houses  inhabited  by 
the  miners,  servants,  agents,  and  workmen  employed  and  to 
be  employed  in  and  about  the  said  mines  and  work^houses. 
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or  any  of  tbeni.  and  to  do  and  perform  all  such  other  mat-  Exch.  Chamber, 
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ters  and  things  whatsoever,  (hushing  as  aforesaid  only  ex-  ^ 

cepted),  that  might  be  requisite  or  necessary  for  winning  Easterby 
and  working  the  said  mines  and  quarries,  and  for  washing,  Sampson. 
'dressing,  and  cleansing,  roasting,  smelting,  refining,  and 
manufacturing  the  lead,  tin,  and  copper  ore,  fossils,  and 
minerals,  which  should  or  might  be  gotten  or  raised  within, 
upon,  or  out  of  the  said  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and  in« 
closed  lands,  &c.  Habendum  the  said  undivided  third 
part  or  share  of  the  said  mines,  minerals,  and  quarries, 
and  all  other  the  premises  thereinbefore  mentioned  and 
mtended  to  be  thereby  demised;  and  all  and  singular  the 
powers,  privileges,  and  authorities,  &c.,  to  the  said  A,  S., 
J.  /S.,  G.  Z).,  the  said  defendant,  FT.  //.,  and  F.  H.,  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  of 
nineteen  years  thenceforth  next  ensuing  and  fully  to  be 
complete  and  ended,  at  and  under  a  certain  rent,  &c.  And 
the  said  defendant  did  in  and  by  the  said  indenture  of 
lease,  for  himself,  and  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the 
said  Sir  Charles,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  (amongst  other 
things,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say),  that  the  said 
A.  S.,  J.  S.,  G.  X>.,  the  said  defendant,  W.  H.^  and  F.  H.^ 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  and 
would,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise,  main- 
tain, preserve,  and  keep  the  said  smelting  mill  engaged 
to  be  erected  and  built  by  them,  with  the  water-wheel  to 
the  same  belonging,  and  the  lobbies,  ore-houses  and  other 
houses,  Ungsteads,  sheds,  and  other  buildings  already 
erected,  and  which,  during  the  continuance  of  that  demise, 
should  be  erected  isontiguous  or  near  to  the  said  mill,  and 
aU  water-courses,  drains,  and  sluices,  which  should  lead  to 
or  have  any  communication  therewith,  in  good  and  sufficient 
condition  and  repair;  and  should  and  would  at  the  expira- 
tion or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  said  term,  yield 
and  deliver  up  the  same  in  good  and  sufficient  condition 
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Exek.ChMnher,  ^nJ  repair;  and  should  and  would  also,  at  the  expiration 
v.^..^^.^^/     or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  said  term,  quit  and 
Easterby      deliver  up  in  good  and  sufficient  order  and  repair,  all  such 
Sampson.      smith's  forges,  work-houses,   store-houses,  wood-houses, 
sheds,  hovels,  and  other  buildings,  as  should,  within  two 
years  next  preceding  the  expiration  or  other  sooner  deter- 
mination of  the  said  demise,  be  used,  occupied,  or  employ- 
ed by  the  said  A.  S,,  «/•  S»,  G,  Z).,  the  said  defendant, 
W.  H.f  and  jP.  H,,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  as- 
signs, or  their  agents,  or  workmen,  for  mining  purposes. 

The  declaration  then  stated  an  assignment  by  Sir  Charles 
of  his  reversion  to  G,  B.,  and  the  will  and  death  of  G.  £., 
by  which  that  reversion  vested  in  the  plaintiffs  below. 

The  declaration  then  assigned  three  breaches: — Firsif 
that  the  said  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  nor  did  nor 
would  the  said  A.  S.,  J.  S.^  G.  D.,  W.  JET,  and  F.  H.,  or 
any  of  them,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise 
by  the  said  first  mentioned  indenture  granted,  and  after 
the  said  plaintiffs  became  so  seised  of  the  said  reversion  of 
and  in  the  said  demised  premises  as  aforesaid,  and  after  the 
death  of  the  said  6.  B.,  (to  wit),  &c.,  and  from  thence  un- 
til the  determination  of  the  said  term  by  the  said  first-men- 
tioned indenture  granted,  or  at  any  time  during  the  said 
demise,  erect  or  build,  &c.,  a  smelting  mill  of  larger 
dimensions  than  the  said  smelting  mill  so  taken  down  as  in 
the  said  first-mentioned  indenture  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
with  a  water-wheel  and  adjoining  buildings,  upon  another 
part  of  the  said  tract  of  waste  ground  in  the  said  first- 
mentioned  indenture  mentioned,  but  wholly  neglected  and 
refused  so  to  do.  SeconMy^  that  the  said  defendant, 
and  the  said  A.  S.,  J.  S,,  G.  Z).,  W.  ff.y  and  F.  H.^  did 
not  maintain,  preserve,  and  keep  the  said  smelting  mill, 
&c.,  in  good  and  sufficient  condition  and  repair,  &c. 
Thirdly i  that  the  said  defendant,  and  the  said  A,  S.,  J.  S., 
G.  D.,  W.  H.y  and  jP.  i/.,  did  not,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
said  term,  yield  or  deliver  up  the  said  smelting  mill  en- 
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gaged  to  be^rected  and  buiky  &c.|  in  good  and  sufficient  B^tck.  Chamber, 
condition  and  repair,  &c.  - 

The  defendant  below  demurred  generally,  to  the  first  Bastrrby 
breach  separately,  and  jointly  to  the  second  and  third  Sampson. 
breaches*    The  plaintiffs  below  joined  in  demurrer. 

The  Court  q{  King's  Bench  gave  judgment  for  ^he  plain- 
tiff' below,  deciding,  Jirst,  that  the  deed  contained  an  im- 
plied covenant  with  Sir  Charles  Turner^  to  erect,  &c.  a 
smelting  mill,  &c.;  and  secondly,  that  such  covenant  ran 
with  the  land  so  as  to  entitle  the  assignees  of  the  reversioa 
to  sue  for  a  breach  thereof  (a).  Upon  this  judgment,  the 
defendant  below  brought  a  writ  of  error,  which  was  now 
argued  by — 

Broderick,  for  the  plaintiff*  in  error. — In  the  consider- 
ation of  thb  question,  it  is  material  to  look  to  the  terms  of 
the  demise,  and  the  nature  of  the  interest  which  the  lessor 
had  in  the  wastes  in  question.  From  the  record  it  does 
not  appear  tiiat  Sir  Charles  Turner  had  any  interest  in 
the  wastes,  beyond  a  mere  easement;  and  it  must  also  be 
remembered  that  the  agreement  recited  in  the  deed  was 
made  with  Sir  Charles  Turner  and  two  other  persons,  and 
not  with  Sir  Charles  Turner  alone.  Two  questions  arise 
upon  this  record :  the^r^^,  whether  there  is  any  covenant 
express  or  implied  to  er^ct  the  smdtiiig  mill;  and  the 
second,  whether,  if  ther^  is  such  a  covenant,  it  will  pass  to 
the  assignee  of  the  reversion,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  main- 
tain an  action  for  the  breach  thereof.  It  is  apparent,  that 
at  the  time  of  the  demise  there  was  no  smelting  mill  in  ex- 
istence. The  former  smelting  mill  had  been  taken  down 
under  the  agreement  with  Sir  Charles  Turner  and  the 
two  pther  persons,  and  the  new  smelting  mill  was  to  be- 
long, when  erected,  to  them.  It  is  clear,  from  the  plead- 
ings, that  there  was  no  express  demise  of,  or  covenant  as 

(tf)  9  B.  &  C.  605. 
VOL.  1.  I 
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Exch.  Chamber,  to  the  Smelting  mill  which  was  not  then  in  existence.    But 
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v^..^.^....^^    the  question  is,  whether  the  Court  can  imply  such  a  coye« 

Basterbt  nant.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  intention  of  the  parties 
Sampsok.  may  be  collected  from  the  terms  of  the  deed,  so  as  to  imply 
a  covenant  which  is  not  expressed ;  but  the  question  here 
isy  whether  a  covenant' with  Sir  Charles  Turner  alone  can 
be  implied.  That  such  an  inference  may  be  drawn  from  a 
variety  of  facts,  it  is  not  necessary  on  this  occasion  to  con- 
trovert.  There  are  very  many  authorities  upon  that  subject, 
but,  upon  examination,  these  authorities  will  be  found  in- 
applicable to  the  present  case.  In  order  to  shew  that 
there  might  be  a  covenant  without  express  words,  Saltaun 
V.  Houstoun  (a)  was  cited  in  the  Court  below ;  but  the  cir- 
cumstances distinguish  this  case  from  that,  because,  here 
there  was  an  actual  agreement  with  Sir  Charles  Turner 
iftnd  two  others  to  rebuild  these  mills,  and  where  there  is 
kn  existing  contract  with  three  persons  apparent  on  the 
face  of  the  lease,  how  can  the  Court  imply  a  different  con- 
tract with  one  of  those  persons  only?  The  maxim  *'  ex-' 
pressumfacit  cessare  taciturn"  is  strongly  applicable  to  this 
case.  The  contract  recited  contravenes  the  covenant 
sought  to  be  implied,  by  shewing  what  the  real  contract 
was ;  and  that  circumstance  distinguishes  this  case  from 
the  various  authorities  which  may  be  cited.  If  it  be  said^ 
that  the  agreement  may  be  taken  as  a  separate  contract 
with  3ir  Charles  3r«ni^,  how  does  that  appear?  Could 
he  maintain  a  separate  action  upon  it?  Certainly  he  could 
not.  And  if  it  could  be  inferred  that  a  separate  action  was 
maintainable  by  him,  it  would  follow,  that  the  two  others 
might  also  maintain  separate  actions.'  If  the  lessee  is  lia^' 
ble  to  the  three  parties  jointly,  who  were  entitled  to  the 
old  smelting  mill,  and  would  be  entitled  to  the  new  one 
when  erected,  be  cannot  be  answerable  to  Sir  Charles 
Ttf mer  separately,  upon  an  implied  contract,  and  therefore 

(a)  1  Bing.  433. 
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will  not  be  liable  to  his  kssignee.  The  second  question  is,  ExcU.  ckamberi 
whether,  supposing  there  is  an  implied  covenant  with  Sir  *^  ,  ^  '  ^ 
Charles  Turner ,  it  run  with  the  land,  so  as  to  enable  the  Easterbv 
assignee  of  the  reversion  to  sue  the  lessee.  In  the  present  sampson. 
case,  the  covenant  will  not  run  with  the  land,  according  to  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Spencer's  case  (a).  The  first  resolution 
m  that  case  deals  with  the  subject  where  the  thing  purport** 
ing  to  be  demised  is  not  in  existence,  and  the  covenant 
cannot,  according  to  that  resolution,  be  appurtenant  to  a 
thing  which  has  no  existence,  as  argued  for  the  plaintiffs 
below.  It  is  said  in  that  resolution,  "  but  when  the  cove> 
itant  extends  to  a  thing  which  is  not  in  being  at  the  time 
of  the  demise  being  made,  it  cannot  be  appurtenant  or  an- 
nexed to  the  thing  which  hath  no  being;**  and,  at  the  end 
of  that  resolution^  it  is  stated,  "  but  in  the  case  at  bar,  the 
covenant  concerns  a  thing  which  was  not  in  existence  at 
the  time  of  the  demise  made,  but  to  be  newly  built  aftei^, 
and  therefore  shall  bind  the  covenantor,  his  executors, 
and  administrators,  and  not  the  assignee,  for  the  law  will 
not  anneac  the  covenant  to  a  thing  which  hath  no  being.'* 
In  the  present  case,  the  smelting  mill,  to  which  the  cove- 
nants relate,  was  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  demise; 
and  neither  the  mill,  nor  the  waste  where  it  was  to  be  built, 
was  parcel  of  the  thing  demised.  The  second  resolu- 
tion contains  the  well-known  rule  as  to  what  covenants 
run  with  the  land.  That  resolution  states  ''  if  the  lessee 
had  covenanted  for  him  and  his  assigns,  that  they  would 
make  a  new  wall  upon  some  part  of  the  thing  demised, 
-that,  forasmuch  as  it  is  to  be  done  upon  the  land  demis- 
ed, it  should  bind  the  assignee;  for  although  the  cove- 
nant doth  extend  to  a  thing  to  be  newly  made,  yet  it  is  to 
be  made  upon  the  thing  demised,  and  the  assignee  is  to 
take  the  benefit  of  it,  and  therefore  shall  bind  the  assignee 
by  exprefts  words.     So,  on  the  other  hand,  if  a  warranty 

(a)  5  Rep.  16, 
i2 
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^eh.  Chamber,  he  made  to  One,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  by  express  words^ 
^  the  assignee  shall  take  benefit  of  it|  and  shall  hare  a  iMir* 

Easterbt  rantia  chari^e.  But,  although  the  covenant  be  for  him 
Sampson.  *^^  ^^  assigns,  yet,  if  the  thing  to  be  done  be  merely  ooU 
lateral  to  the  land,  and  doth  not  toiich  or  concern  the 
thing  demised  in  any  sort,  there  the  assignee  shall  not  he 
charged.  As,  if  the  lessee  covenants  for  him  and  his  as- 
signs to  build  a  house  upon  the  land  of  the  lessor,  which 
is  no  parcel  of  the  demise,  or  to  pay  any  collateral  sum  t» 
the  lessee,  or  to  a  stranger,  it  shall  not  bind  the  assignee, 
because  it  is  merely  collateral,  and  in  no  manner  touches 
or  concerns  the  thing  that  was  demised,  or  that  is  assiga» 
ed  over ;  and  therefore,  in  such  case,  the  assignee  of  the 
thing  demised  cannot  be  charged  with  it,  no  more  tluui 
any  other  stranger."  Now,  the  facts  in  the  present  case 
can  only  shew  an  implied  covenant  to  build  upon  the  waste 
which  is  not  demised.  It  does  not  appear  on  die  record 
that  the  waste  belonged  to  Sir  Charles  T\ttmer.  He  may 
have  had  some  right  to  make  erections,  but  he  had  no 
right  in  the  soil  of  the  waste.  As  nothing  but  the  demi^ 
edpremisei  passed  to  the  assignees  of  the  reversion,  nei* 
ther  the  smelting  mill  nor  the  waste  passed  to  them.  The 
covenant  sought  to  be  implied  in  the  present  case  is  nei- 
ther more  nor  less  than  a  (Covenant  to  build  on  the  land  of 
a  stranger,  and  does  not,  therefore,  run  with  the  land,  so 
as  to  pass  to  the  assignee  of  tlie  reversion.  It  was,  how- 
ever, argued  in  the  Court  below,  and  the  judgment  seems 
to  have  proceeded  on  that  argument,  that  the  smelting 
mill  in  question  was  not  merely  collateral,  but  was  some- 
thing tending  to  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the  mines. 
Lord  TetUerden^C  J., in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
below,  says  (a), ''  the  building  that  the  lessees  covenanted 
to  erect  and  maintain  was  of  this  kind :  it  was  to  be  buik 
for  mining  purposes;  it  was  to  be  used  for  those  purposes; 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  515. 
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it  was  to  be  the  property  of  the  owners  of  the  mines:  it  re*-  BjxH.  chamben 
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lated  to  the  mines,  and  to  the  mines  only ;  it  could  not  be  the 

property  of  the  owners  of  the  mines,  except  in  that  charac- 
ter; if  severed  from  its  connexion,  it  would  not  belong  to  the: 
owners.  Can  it  then  be  said,  that  these  covenants  concern  a- 
matter  collateral  to  and  unconnected  with  the  tenements  de*- 
mised?  **  If  the  nature  of  a  smelting  mill  be  considered,  it 
wiD  be  found  to  have  no  direct  connexion  with  the  support, 
or  maintenance  of  the  mines.  A  corn  mill  might  as  well  be 
said  to  tend  to  ihe  support  of  the  land  where  the  com 
grows.  The  use  of  the  smelting  mill  is  to  purify  the  ore, 
and  prepare  it  for  sale,  and  it  is  neither  necessary  nor  usual 
to  have  the  smelting  mill  near  the  mines.  It  might  be  dif- 
ferent if  the  covenant  related  to  a  work  like  a  shaft,  or  a 
steam  engine,  which  might  be  necessary  for  the  working  of 
the  mines;  but  it  is  a  fallacy  to  assume  that  the  smelting 
mill  in  question  is  necessary  for  the  working  the  mines ; 
nor  can  it  be  said  to  tond  to  the  support  of  the  mines 
without  an  extravagant  use  of  words.  The  covenant  there- 
fere  was  merely  collateral,  and  did  not  run  with  the  land, 
80  as  to  enable  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  to  maintain 
the  present  action. 

Alderson,  cotUra^  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Alexander,. L.  C.  B.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court: — 

Two  points  have  been  made  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
Thdjirsf,  whether  there  is  any  covenant  at  all  on  the  part 
of  the  leasee,  with  Sir  Charles  Turner,  to  build  the  smelt- 
pg  mill  in  question;  and  the  second,  whether,  if  there  be 
such  a  covenant,  it  runs  with  the  land  so  as  to  give  the  as- 
ugnee  the  benefit  of  it. 

We  are  of  opinion/in  the  first  place,  that  there  is  such  a 
covenant.  In  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  (A.)  2,  it  is  laid  down, 
that,  "  any  words  in  a  deed  which  shew  an  agreement  to 
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^^\^^^'  do  a  thing,  makes  a  covenant/*    It  cannot  be  doubted  that 
v....,^....,^     a  covenant  may  be  created  by  any  words  in  a  deed  which 
Easterby     shew  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  create  an  agreement, 
Sampson,      though  such  words  be  merely  contained  in  the  recitals  of 
the  deed.    We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  a  covenant 
to  build  the  smelting  mill  does  arise  on  the  part  of  this 
lessee.    There  is  ieui  engagement  recited  to  build  the 
smelting  mill  on  part  of -the  waste,  which  is  to  belong  to 
Sir  Charles  Turner  and  two  others;  and  then  the  deed 
proceeds  to  state  a  demise  from  Sir  Charles  Turner.  The 
lessees  covenant  to  maintain  in  repair  the  mill  to  be  erect- 
ed, and  to  deliver  it  up  at  the  end  of  the  term.     It  has 
been  ingeniously  argued,  that  the  agreement  recited,  being 
with  Sir  Charles  Turner  and  two  others,  the  covenant  to 
be  implied  must  also  be  with  the  three ;  but  we  think  that 
a  separate  covenant  with  Sir  Charles  Turner  arises  on  this 
deed.     In  the  second  place,  we  think  that  the  assignees  of 
Sir  Charles  Turner  are  entitled  to  sue  for  a  breach  of  this 
covenant.    Spencer's  case,  and  the  judgment  of  Lord 
EUenboroughf  C.  J.,  in  The  Mayor  of  Coii^fe/oii  v.Paiii" 
son  {a),  shew  that  any  covenant  connected  with  the  thing 
demised,  so  as  to  tend  to  the  use,  benefit,  or  advantage  of 
tlie  thing  demised,  runs  with  the  land,  so  that  the  assignee 
of  the  reversion  shall  have  advantage  of  it.     Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  in  the  case  last  referred  to,  says,  "  that  the  cove* 
nant  in  that  case  would  bind  the  assignee,  if  it  affected  the 
nature,  value,  or  quality  of  the  thing  demised,  or  if  it  af<* 
fected  the  mode  of  enjoying  it.'*     If  it  were  necessary  for 
the  decision  of  this  question,  we  might  perhaps  think,  that 
the  various  provisions  of  this  deed,   (which  ihe  learned 
Chief  Baron  here  went  through  with  great  minuteness )i 
almost  amounted  to  a  demise  of  the  moors  or  wastes  where- 
on this  mill  was  to  be  built.     It  is  not,  however,  necessary 
for  us  to  go  that  length,  as* we  think  it  clearly  connected 

(a)  10  East,  135. 
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with  the  enjoyment  of  the  mines.     It  may  be  true,  that  it  Exch,  Ckamier, 
b  not  absolutely  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  mines,  -> 

but  it  is  equally  true,  that  it  affects  the  mode  of  enjoying  Easterby 
them.  It  cannot  be  doubted,  that  by  the  provisions  of  this  Sampson. 
deed,  the  new  mill  was  to  be  immediately  connected  with 
the  use  of  these  mines.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion,  that 
there  is,  in  the  present  case,  an  immediate  connexion  with 
the  thing  demised,  according  to  the  doctrine  stated  by 
Lord  EUenborough  in  the  case  of  The  Mayor  of  Conglc" 
tan  V.  Paitison;  and  that  the  covenant  runs  with  the  land, 
so  that  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  may  have  the  benefit 
of  it.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  must,^ 
therefore,  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed^ 


END  OF  TRINITY  TERM. 
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MEMORANDUM. 

IxIS  Majesty  King  George  4th,  died  on  Saturday,  26th 
June.  On  that  day  one  Judge  sat  in  each  Court  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  bail  only,  and  on  the  Monday  following 
the  Judges  and  King's  Counsel  took  the  oaths  of  alle- 
giance,  &<%,  to  his  present  Majesty.  By  the  demise  of 
the  Crown  the  patents  of  precedence  expired,  and  accord- 
ingly John  FonbUmque  and  ThomM  Jervi$i  Esqrs.,  Sir 
Charles  Wetherellf  Knt.,  and  Henry  Brougham  and 
Thomas'  Denman,  Eqrs.,  took  their  seats  without  the 
bar. 

In  the  following  vacation,  T%oma^  Jervis,  Esq.,  Sir 
Charles  fFetherett,  Knt«,  and  Henry  Brougham,  Esq., 
were  appointed  his  Majesty's  counsel  learned  in  the  law, 
witl^  their  former  rank.  And  fresh  patents  of  precedence 
were  granted  to  John  Fonblanque  and  Hiomas  Denman, 
E«qr8. 
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The  Attorney  General  r.  Hawkes.  ^— v-r^ 

Information  for  penalties.  The  first  count  stated,  information  for 

1  •        tw  n    1  offering  a  bribe 

that  a  certain  officer  of  the  customs,  to  vdt,  one  Thontas  to  Thomas 
DabbSf  upon  the  examination  by  him,  the  said  Thomas  tom-hoosroffi- 
Dabbs,  as  such  officer,  of  a  certain  case  containinsc  goods  ^'    E^»dence 

'  '  ®  ®  that  his  name  of 

and  merchandizes^  which  had  been  then  and  there  import-  baptism  was 

ed  from  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  Hamburgh^  and  Dabbs,  in  ^idch 

which  had  been  entered,  &c.  as  containing  toys,  then  and  ^foJ"^^™" 

there  discovered  and  found  certain  soods  other  than  toys,  ™**«  o"*»  ^"* 

to  wit,  one  hundred  pounds  weight  of  bugles,  in  the  said  well,  or  better, 

case,  which  last-mentioned  goods  had  been  then  and  there  cwstom-house 

landed  without  due  entry  thereof,  contrary  to  the  statute,  f^^j^****  ^^J 

whereby  the  said  goods  became  forfeited  and  liable  to  be  Thonuu  Dabbs, 

which  name  he 
himself  general- 
ly used : — Held,  no  variance. 
Where  an  information  charged  an  importation  of  bugles,  and  it  was  doubtful  whether  the  articles 
imported  were  beads  or  bugles,  upon  which  different  duties  were  payable,  but  they  were  treated 
at  the  custom-house  and  in  the  trade  as  bugles,  and  the  defendant  himself  had  treated  them  as 
sncfa: — ^A^itfy  no  variance. 
Where  gooda  are  ande    fraudulently  under  a  bill  of  sight  it  is  no  protectioa  against  penaltiet. 

VOL.  I.  K 
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seized,  &c.;  yet  the  defendant  did  offer  to  give  to  him, 
the  said  Thomas  Dabbs,  so  being  such  officer,  and  by 
whom  the  said  goods  other  than  toys  had  been  discovered, 
a  certain  bribe,  recompense,  and  reward,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  10/.,  if  he,  the  said  ThomtM  Dabbs,  would  take  no  no- 
tice of  the  said  bugles,  but  pass  the  same,  contrary  to  his 
duty  in  that  behalf;  the  said  offer  being  then  and  there 
made  by  the  said  defendant  to  induce  the  said  Thomas 
Dabbs  to  neglect  his  duty  as  such  officer;  whereby,  &c. 
The  fifth  and  sixth  counts  charged  that  the  defendant  as- 
sisted, and  was  otherwise  concerned,  in  the  unshipping  of 
other  goods  liable  to  the  payment  of  duties,  to  wit,  bugles 
and  glass,  the  duties  thereon  not  having  been  paid  or  se- 
cured. 

At  the  trial,  before  Alexander^  C.  B.,  at  the  Sittings  af- 
ter last  Hilary  Term,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Crown 
on  the  first,  fifth,  and  sixth  counts. 


A  rule  was  obtained  by  Jervis  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  or  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  Crown  upon 
the  fifth  count  only,  or  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the  several 

pomts  which  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

* 

The  case  was  argued  in  Triniiy  Term  last  by  CSarke^ 
and  Walion,  for  the  Crown ;  and  by  Jervis  and  John  Jertm^ 
for  the  defendant. 

.  Ctrr.  adv.  tmU* 


Alexander,  L.  C.  B. — This  was  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  or  entered  for  the 
Crown  on  the  fifth  count  only,  or  why  a  new  trial  shonld 
not  be  had*  The  verdict  was  against  the  defendant  on  the 
first,  fifth,  and  sixth  counts.  The  first  count  was  for  of- 
fering a  bribe  to  one  Thomas  Dabbs^  a  custom-house  officer. 
The  fifth  count  was  for  being  concerned  in  unshipping  cer- 
tain goods  liable  to  the  payment  of  duties,  the  duties 
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mipaid.  The  goods  are  described  as  a  certain  weight  of 
bugles,  and  also  a  certain  weight  of  glass.  The  sixth  count 
was  for  the  same  offence,  the  goods  being  described  as  a 
certam  weight  of  glass. 

The  first  objection  was  to  the  proof  of  the  reports  made 
by  the  masters  of  the  two  vessels.     The  information  re- 
gards two  different  importations,  one  by  a  vessel  called  the 
Elbe  packet,  another  by  the  Regent     It  was  necessary  to 
prove  the  reports  made  by  the  masters.    They  are  signed 
and  sworn  to  by  the  masters.    The  officers  of  the  customs 
stated  the  course  of  the  office  in  receiving  the  master's  re- 
port The  master  tenders  it  when  he  is  sworn  to  it.    The 
officers  look  at  the  ship's  register,  and  if  it  appear  that  the 
name  is  the  same  in  the  two  documents,  they  ask  him  if  he 
is  the  person  described,  and  if  he  says  he  is,  they  then  swear 
him.    It  waa  objected,  that  the  masters'  signatures  to  the 
reports  and  affidavits  should  have  been  proved.   As  the  re- 
ports were  produced  by  the  proper  officer  who  had  receiv- 
ed them,  according  to  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  I 
thought  this  was  sufficient  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  reports: 
I  think  so  still.    But,  however  this  may  be,  the  subsequent 
proceedings,  and  the  entries  made  by  the  defendant,  in 
which  the  reports  actually  made  are  acknowledged  and  en- 
teredy  confirm  this,  if  it  were  necessary;  and,  therefore,  I 
by  that  objection  out  of  the  question. 

I  come  now  to  the  more  important  objections.  They 
relate  to  the  first  count  for  offering  a  bribe.  The  count 
18  to  this  effect: — It  states  that  a  certain  officer  of  the  cus- 
toms, to  wit,  one  Thomcts  DcAbSf  upon  an  examination  by 
him,  the  said  Thomas  Dabbs,  as  such  officer,  of  a  certain 
case,  which  had  been  entered  in  the  name  of  Home  j- 
Companjff  as  containmg  toys,  he,  Thomas  Dabbsj  disco- 
vered and  found  certain  goods  other  than  toys,  to  wit, 
4Hie  hundred  pounds  weight  of  bugles,  in  the  said  case, 
which  last-mentioned  goods  had  been  then  and  there  land- 
ed wiUiout  due  entry,  whereby  and  by  force  of  the  statutes 
the  goods  were  forfeited  and  liable  to  be  seized;  yet  Henry 
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Hawkes,  the  defendant^  well  knowing  the  premises,  did  of- 
fer to  give  to  him,  the  said  Thomas  Dabbs^  a  certain  bribe, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  10/.,  if  he,  Dabbs,  so  being  such  officer 
as  aforesaid,  would  take  no  notice  of  the  said  bugles,  but 
pass  the  same,  contrary  to  his  duty ;  and  that  this  offer  was 
made  to  induce  Dabbs  to  neglect  the  duty  of  him,  the  said 
Thomas  Dabbs. 

The  first  objection  arose  out  of  the  statement  of  the 
name  given  to  the  officer.  He  is  called,  in  the  information, 
Thomas  Dabbs,  but  it  appears  that  his  name  is  Thomas 
Tyrrel  Dabbs.  As  soon  as  this  appeared,  it  was  contend- 
ed, that  the  information  must  fail,  because  the  bribe  was 
stated  to  have  been  offered  to  Thomas  Dabbs,  whereas,  if 
offered  at  all,  it  had  been  offered  to  Thomcu  Tyrrel  Dabbs. 
I  overruled  the  objection,  having,  at  that  time,  no  confi- 
dent opinion  upon  the  point,  and  saved  it  to  the  counsel 
for  the  defendant. 

It  is  manifest,  that  if  a  bribe  were  offered  to  a  cus- 
tom-house officer  to  neglect  his  duty,  it  was  indifferent 
whether  his  name  was  Thomas  Dabbs  or  Thomas  Tyrrel 
Dabbs.  Yet,  upon  this  subject,  considerable  strictness 
has  prevailed.  The  object  of  this  strictness  is  to  guard 
against  the  accused  being  misled  as  to  the  charge  against 
him — thltt  he  may  know  of  what  offence  he  is  accused, 
and  may  come  prepared  to  defend  himself  if  he  can.  The 
object  of  this  rule  explains  and  construes  it.  If,  there- 
fore, it  is  the  name  by  which  the  party-ineant  to  be  point- 
ed out  is  known,  that  is  sufficient,  though  it  may  not  be 
his  name  of  baptism.  There  is  then  no  danger  of  the  de- 
fendant being  misled,  or  of  his  mistaking  the  charge 
against  which  he  has  to  defend  himself. 

What  Dabbs  said  upon  his  examination  was  this: — 
**  My  name  is  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs,  I  generally  sign  my 
name  Thomas  Dabbs.""  "  Do  you  generally  go  by  the 
name  o(  Thomas  Dabbs?"  "  Yes,  I  am  only  known  by  that 
name  at  the  custom-house,  my  commission  is  Thomas  Tyrrel 
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DabbsJ**  ''  Do  ^ou  say  that  you  are  known  by  that  name 
only?"  "  No,  not  by  that  name  only."  "  Are  you  known  by 
the  name  of  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs?'*  **Not  generally; 
T7toma8  Dabbs  I  generally  pass  by  at  the  custom-house." 
"How  do  you  sign  your  name?  7%oma« — without  Tyrrel?** 
"  Yes."  Can  any  man  believe,  upon  this  statement,  that  it 
is  possible  the  defendant,  who  knows  the  officer  at  the 
custom-house  only,  can  have  been  misled  as  to  the  person 
respecting  whom  he  was  charged. 

Though  it  would  be  quite  ridiculous  to  suppose  that  in 
this  particular  instance  the  defendant  has  suffered  by  this 
misnomer,  yet,  if  it  be  established  as  a  rule,  that  such  mis- 
nomer shall  be  fatal  to  any  criminal  or  penal  proceeding, 
it  would  be  fit,  in  my  opinion,  to  follow  that  rule.  It  is 
so,  unquestionably,  where  the  person  is  not  known  by  the 
name  stated  in  the  pleadings,  where  it  is  a  mere  ipistake, 
but  not  as  here,  when  he  is  better  known  by  the  name 
stated  in  the  pleadings  than  by  the  actual  name  of  bap- 
tism. 

.  The  case,  which  has  been  cited  for  the  purpose,  clearly 
shews  the  exception.  It  was  the  case  of  the  Baroness 
Turiheim  (a).  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  larceny  in 
stealing  the  goods  of  Victory  Baroness  Turkheim.  This 
lady  stated  her  name  to  be  Selina  VictoirCy  that  Baroness 
Turkheim  was  her  title — a  foreign  title — and  that  she  was 
constantly  called  and  known  by  the  name  stated  in  the  in- 
dictment* This  indictment  was  sustained.  The  book  says 
the  Court  held,  '*  that  all  the  law  requires  is  certainty  to  a 
common  intent,  and  that  she  could  not  possibly  be  mistaken 
for  any  other  person."  So,  I  say,  that  this  man,  called  Tho- 
mas  Dahhsj  the  officer  of  the  customs,  in  the  information, 
who  always  signs  his  name  in  that  way,  and  is  known  as  7%o- 
mas  Dabbs f  cannot  possibly  be  mistaken  for  any  other  per- 
son; and,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  omission  of 
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the  otlier  Christian  name  is  no  objection  to  the  verdict  on 
the  first  count  (a). 

It  has  been  statedi  that  one  reason  for  requiring  preci- 
sion isy  that^  in  the  event  of  an  acquittal^  the  defendant  may 
be  able  to  avail  himself  of  that  acquittal  by  pleading  autre' 
Jbis  acquit,  which,  in  this  case,  he  could  not  do,  because 
a  new  information  might  charge  him  with  an  attempt  to 
bribe  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs,  and  to  such  an  information 
he  could  not  plead  the  acquittal  on  a  charge  of  attempt- 
ing to  bribe  Thomas  Dabbs.  To  this  I  answer,  that  he 
might  defend  himself  in  that  way  with  the  aid  of  an  aver- 
ment, which  it  would  be  competent  to  him  to  introduce, 
that  Thomas  Dabbs  and  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs  were  the 
same  person  (6).  I  am  of  opinion,  then,  that  this  is  no  ma- 
terial variance. 

It  was  suggested,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that 
this  ought  to  have  been  put  to  the  Jury ;  and  that,  in  conse- 
quence of  that  not  having  been  done,  there  ought  to  be  a 
new  trial.  If  any  thing  ought,  upon  this  subject,  to  have 
been  yut  separately  to  the  Jury,  with  a  request  that  they 
would  consider  and  decide  upon  it,  there  was  undoubtedly  a 
failure  in  the  trial.  In  truth,  nothing  was  said  to  them  by 
me  upon  this  point.  As  the  defendant  has  now  suj^ested 
it,  it  is  fit  to  be  considered. 

My  reflections  have  not  been  able  to  suggest  to  me 
what  point  I  could  have  put  to  the  Jury  with  any  utility. 
Was  I  to  ask  them  whether  this  man's  proper  name  was 
Thomas  Dabbs  or  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs?  But  I  think 
that,  in  the  present  case,  immaterial.  Was  I  to  ask 
them  whether  the  witness  was  generally  known  at  the 
custom-house  as  Thomas  Dabbs,  and  always  signed  hia 
name  so?  But  he  said  so,  and  there  is  not  the  slightest 
evidence  to  bring  it  into  doubt.     As  a  fact,  it  was  never 


iu)  See  K.  V.  Norton^  R.  &  R.  510 ;    R.  v.  C/r/rA',  Id.  358. 
(fe)  Sf.e  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  35,  s.  3. 
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questioned.  Was  I  to  ask  them  whether  the  defendant 
was  misled  by  the  inaccuracy  in  the  information,  and  had 
come  less  prepared  to  make  his  defence  than  he  would 
have  been  if  the  officer,  instead  of  being  described  by  the 
name  he  passed  by,  had  been  distinguished  by  a  name  by 
which  he  was  not  known?  This  would  have  been  absurd. 

I  think  now,  that  even  if  there  may  be  circumstances 
in  which  such  a  question  should  be  put  to  the  Jury,  the 
present  was  not  a  case  requiring  it  There  was  no  fact  in 
controversy — no  doubtful  or  contested  fact.  In  truth, 
through  the  whole  of  the  trial,  it  was  considered  purely  as 
a  point  of  law.  It  occurred  to  no  one  person  engaged  in 
the  cause,  to  view  this  point  in  any  other  light.  Mr. 
JerviSf  in  his  address  to  the  Jury,  never  once  adverted  to 
it.  He  must  have  considered  it  as  gone  by,  until  he  should 
have  an  opportunity  of  arguing  the  question  of  law  before 
the  Court;  that  law  arising  out  of  the  account  of  himself 
given  by  the  witnesses.  Nothing  obliges  a  Judge  to  re- 
quest a  Jury,  in  express  terms,  to  form  and  indicate  an 
opinion  upon  fiu:ta  which  are  assumed  for  certaiiu  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  upon  fiill  consideration,  that  there 
was  ttoty  in  this  respect,  any  miscarriage  on  the  trial. 

I  may  add  to  these  observations,  that  in  the  case  of  the 
Baroness  Turkheimy  no  question  whatever  was  put  to  the 
Jury  upon  the  subject;  when  the  account  she  gave  had 
been  heard,  the  rest  was  considered  as  law,  and  referred  to 
the  twelve  Judges,  who  appear  to  have  treated  it  as  a  ques- 
tion for  them,  and  who  thereupon  thought  that  the  usage 
would  cure  the  inaccuracy  in  the  statement  of  the  name. 

There  is  another  objection  to  this  count.  It  is  there 
stated  as  matter  of  inducement,  that  in  the  case  entered 
as  a  case  of  toys,  the  officer  found  certain  goods,  other 
than  toys,  to  wit,  100  pounds  weight  of  bugles,  which  had 
been  landed  without  due  entry,  whereby  they  were  for- 
feited and  liable  to  be  seized,  and  then  the  charge  is,  that 
the  bribe  was  offered  to  induce  the  officer  to  pass  them 
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unnoticed.  Now,  it  is  stated,  that  the  goods  found  in  the 
case,  which  were  other  than  toys,  were  not  bugles,  as 
averred  in  the  information,  but  were  beads.  It  is  con- 
tended that  this  variance  is  fatal  to  the  verdict  on  this 
count. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  this  objection  bears  a  strong  an- 
alogy to  that  which  I  have  just  disposed  of.  The  fir:>t 
observation  I  must  make  is,  that,  whether  bugles  or  beads, 
they  were  equally  forfeited  and  liable  to  seizure.  Bugles 
bear  rather  a  higher  duty  than  beads,  but  they  are  both 
liable  to  some  duty,  and  whether  they  are  the  one  or  the 
other,  being  entered  as  toys,  they  were  equally  liable  to- 
seizure^  and  equally  subjected  the  importer  to  penalties* 
The  offence  of  offering  a  bribe  to  procure  them  to  be 
overlooked,  which  is  the  offence  to  be  tried,  was  the  same, 
whether  their  proper  denomination  was  beads  or  bugles. 
The  objection,  therefore,  is  not  an  objection  affecting  the 
real  merits  of  the  charge,  but  it  arises  out  of  a  supposed 
rule,  that  the  commodity,  the  importation  of  which  occa- 
sioned the  offence,  must  be  accurately  described. 

It  is  now  necessary  to  advert  to  the  evidence.  The  in- 
formation calls  them  bugles.  Some  were  produced  at  the 
trial.  It  will  not  be  material  to  state  the  precise  language 
of  the  witnesses  respecting  them;  the  result  of  it  is  cer- 
tain and  unquestionable.  The  fair  result  is,  that  the  com^^ 
modity  would  generally  be  called  beads,  because  they  par- 
take of  the  globular  form ;  but  at  the  custom-house  they  are 
usually  called  bugles:  they  are  reported  as  bugles,  entered 
as  bugles,  pay  duty  as  bugles,  and,  if  exported  again,  are  ex- 
ported as  bugles.  Every  importer  knows  all  this,  con- 
curs in  it,  and  not  only  speaks  but  acts  upon  it;  all  parties 
concerned  in  the  transaction  know  them  by  that  name,  and 
call  them  by  that  name  only.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary 
to  look  deeply  into  the  reason  of  this,  but  the  fact  is  un- 
questionable. This  is  said  to  be  an  extortion  at  the  custom- 
house, in  order  to  levy  the  higher  duty :  perhaps  the  Crown 
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could  explain  it.  If  that  question  were  before  us,  the 
course  of  inquiry  which  it  would  occur  to  me  to  take, 
vould  be  to  look  into  the  act,  and  to  consider  whether, 
upon  the  true  construction  of  the  act,  this  commodity  was 
meant  by  the  Legislature  to  be  charged  with  the  duty  im- 
posed upon  bugles.  It  would  lead  me  to  a  much  more 
extensive  examination  into  the  language  used  as  to  these 
commodities,  not  only  by  the  vulgar,  but  by  good  au- 
thors, and  perhaps  into  former  acts  of  Parliament  in  pari 
maierid,  than  is  necessary  upon  the  present  occasion. 

I  think  it  due  to  the  officers  of  the  customs  to  suppose^ 
that,  if  called  upon,  they  would  be  able  to  account  for  the 
course  they  have  taken  as  to  this  commodity,  and  as  to 
this  duty.  I  am  the  more  persuaded  that  the  conduct  of 
the  commissioners  is  not  a  mere  bare-faced  extortion^  be- 
cause the  merchant  importers  have  so  long  and  universally 
submitted.  It  is  hardly  an  answer  to  this  remark  to  say^ 
that  it  is  so  small  an  object,  as  not  to  be  worth  disputing; 
it  certainly  is  not  shewn  to  be  so,  and  I  think  the  contrary 
is  rather  to  be  inferred  from  the  evidence ;  for  the  importa- 
tion of  this  commodity  under  the  name  of  bugles  is  spoken 
of  as  of  frequent  occurrence.  Besides,  there  is  not  want- 
ing sufficient  spirit  in  the  English  people  to  resist  the  in- 
croachments  of  authority,  even  when  uncalled  for  by  any 
great  pecuniary  interests.  However,  I  wish  to  have  it 
understood,  that  I  do  not  mean  to  pledge  myself  to  any 
opinion  upon  this  subject.  I  do  not  enter  into  it,  because 
I  think  it  immaterial  to  the  present  cause :  it  is  not  the 
rate  of  duty  which  is  now  in  question.  What  is  material 
to  the  present  discussion  is,  that  the  article  is  called  in 
this  information  by  the  name  which  all  the  parties  to  this 
transaction  uniformly  give  it,  and  have  given  it  for  years, 
in  all  transactions  connected  with  importation  or  exporta- 
tion, in  all  transactions  connected  with  the  customs.  The 
question  which  I  am  to  answer,  therefore,  is,  whether  this 
commodity  is  not  properly  named  in   this  information. 
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when  it  is  called  as  it  always  is  at  the  custom-house,  in 
every  transaction  respecting  it.  The  rule  respecting  the 
name  of  the  officer,  seems  to  me  to  afford  the  rule  for 
this.  I  cannot,  consistently  with  my  opinion  upon  that  sub* 
ject,  doubt  respecting  this.  All  the  reasoning,  and  all  the 
authorities,  are  equally  applicable  to  it:  the  object  is  not 
to  mislead  the  defendant:  what  danger  is  there  that  the 
defendant  should  be  misled  as  to  the  charget  He  might 
have  been  misled  if  they  had  been  called  beads,  and  the 
arguments  of  variance  would  have  been  stronger,  because 
they  would  have  received  an  appellation  which  they  are 
never  knowii  by  in  these  transactions.  The  defendant 
would  have  said,  you  call  them  beads  in  the  information, 
but  they  are  bugles.  If  they  had  been  reported,  they 
must  have  been  reported  as  bugles ;  if  I  had  entered  them, 
I  must  have  entered  them  as  bugles;  if  I  had  paid  the 
duty,  it  should  have  been  the  duty  imposed  upon  bugles; 
if  I  had  exported  them,  I  should  have  exported  them  as 
bugles:  therefore,  you  have  mis-named  them  when  yon 
call  them  beads,  and  this  information  cannot  be  supported. 
This  argument  would  have  been  stronger  than  any  which 
the  present  circumstances  afford  him.  Therefore,  the 
safest  mode  of  describing,  is  that  which  has  been  adopted 
in  this  case.  It  might  be  difficult  to  find  another  rule 
equally  satisfactory. 

Dr.  Johnson  defines  a  bugle,  **  a  shining  bead  of  black 
glass;**  so  that,  according  to  him,  this  ornament  is  not  ex* 
eluded  from  being  a  bugle,  because  it  is  a  bead.  But  I  re* 
peat,  that  I  do  not  mean  to  touch  the  question  as  to  the 
duty  that  is  demandable  for  this  commodity,  and  I  abstain 
from  giving  any  opinion  upon  it. 

Upon  the  present  discussion »  vi«.  the  description  in  the 
information,  the  invariable  usage  to  treat  these  at  the 
Custom-house  as  bugles,  the  habit  of  all  parties  to  give 
them  that  name,  and  to  import,  pay  the  doty,  and  to  ex- 
port them  as  such,  is  sufficient  in  my  judgment  for  the 
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present  argument.  Therefore,  I  think  the  objection  can- 
not be  sustained  5  and  the  count  is  valid.  It  may  be  proper 
to  add,  though  in  my  opinion  it  is  not  necessary,  that  in 
the  conversation  in  which  the  bribe  was  offered,  the  de- 
fendant adopted  this  name;  for  Dabbs  said  to  him — 
"  here  are  some  bugles,*'  and  then  he  said — '^  I  will  j^ve 
you  10/.  if  you  will  not  notice  them.** 

It  was  urged,  that  the  Jury  ought  to  have  been  desired 
to  say,  whether  the  articles  produced  were  beads  or  bugles. 
As  I  am  of  opinion  that  their  being  known  by  the  name 
of  bugles  was  sufficient,  it  follows,  that,  in  my  opinion^  U 
ought  not  so  to  have  been  put  to  them.  I  might  as  well 
have  desired  them  to  consider  whether  the  officer  had 
been  christened  Thomas  Dabbs,  or  Thame$s  Tyrrel 
Dabbs.  In  SulPs  case,  the  Jury  might  as  well  have  been 
desired  to  consider  whether  Baroness  Turkheim  was,  in 
&Gt,  the  Christian  name  or  surname  of  the  prosecutrix ; 
and,  in  those  cases  in  which  it  has  b^en  held,  that  if  a 
parish  is  stiled  by  its  popular  name  it  is  sufficient,  though 
the  popular  name  be  not  the  name  of  consecration,  it 
might  as  well  be  put  to  the  Jury  to  say,  whether  the  po^ 
pular  name  was  the  name  of  consecration.  In  the  case  of 
WilUams  v.  Burgess  (a),  that  point  was  not  put  to  the 
Jury.  In  every  one  of  these  cases  it  would  be  putting  a 
question  to  the  Jury,  which  the  Courts  have  thought  indif- 
ferent to  the  issue,  for  the  very  point  decided  in  them  is, 
that  the  name  of  usage  is  a  sufficient  substitute  for  the 
real  name,  as  there  is  no  danger  of  the  party  being  misled 
by  it. 

If  it  be  meant  that  the  Jury  should  have  been  asked 
whether  it  was  the  usage  to  call  these  bugles,  I  must  say, 
that  upon  that  subject  there  was  not  the  slightest  con- 
trariety of  evidence,  nor  the  least  doubt.     It  would  have 
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been  a  waste  of  time,  and  would  have  had  no  other  effect 
than  to  withdraw  the  attention  of  the  gentlemen  who 
formed  the  Jury>  from  the  real  question  in  the  cause.  It 
was  certainly  not  withdrawn  from  the  Jury^  but  left  to 
them  as  involved  in  the  issues  which  they  were  to  try, 
and  upon  which  they  were  to  pronounce  a  verdict. 

I  have  stated,  that  the  Crown  obtained  verdicts  on  the 
fifth  and  sixth  counts  against  the  defendant,  for  being  con- 
cerned in  unshipping,  the  duties  remaining  impaid.  In 
the  fifth  count,  the  goods  unshipped  are  stated  to  be  bu- 
gles, and  also  glass.  In  the  sixth  count  they  are  stated  to 
be  glass.  Upon  the  trial,  evidence  was  given  of  two  ino- 
portations,  one  by  the  Elbe,  which  gave  occasion  to  the 
offer  of  a  bribe ;  the  other  by  the  Regent.  I  did  not  under- 
stand any  serious  objection  to  be  made  to  the  fifth  count, 
which  charges  both  bugles  and  glass.  The  rule  is,  that 
the  verdict  may  be  entered  on  the  fifth  count  only;  this 
relates  to  the  importation  by  the  Elbe,  The  fact,  that 
the  packages  by  the  Regent,  to  which  the  sixth  count 
particularly  related,  also  contained  glass,  cannot  be  dis- 
puted; but  the  defence  is  now  put  upon  a  different 
ground :  it  is  said,  that  they  were  not  imported,  because 
they  were  landed  (which,  prima  fade,  is  an  importation,) 
under  what  is  called  a  bill  of  sight. 

In  order  to  explain  this,  it  is  necessary  to  state,  that  the 
act  6  Geo.  4f,  c.  107,  s.  2,  enacts,  that  no  goods  shall  be 
unladen,  nor  shall  bulk  be  broken,  before  due  report  of 
the  ship,  and  due  entry  of  the  goods  shall  have  been 
made.  The  report  is  to  be  made  by  the  master.  By 
the  16th  and  17th  sections,  the  importer  is  to  make  the 
entry,  and  the  entry  is  to  contain  a  full  description  of  the 
goods,  and  the  duties  are  to  be  paid.  All  these  things  are 
required  to  be  done  before  the  landing.  As  it  may  hap* 
pen  that  the  importer  may  not  be  able  to  give  that  minute 
description  of  the  goods  which  the  act  requires  to  be  con- 
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tained  in  the  entry,  a  provision  is  made  by  the  23rd 
section  for  that  case.  The  6  Geo,  4,  c.  107,  s.  23, 
is  to  this  effect: — that,  if  the  importer  of  any  goods,  or 
his  agent,  after  full  conference  with  him,  shall  declare 
upon  oath,  before  the  collector  or  controller,  that  he  can- 
not, for  want  of  full  information,  make  a  perfect  entry 
thereof,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  collector  and  controller 
to  receive  an  entry,  by  bill  of  sight,  for  the  packages  or 
parcels  of  such  goods,  by  the  best  description  which  can 
be  given,  and  to  grant  a  warrant  thereupon,  in  order  that 
the  same  may  be  landed,  and  may  be  seen  and  examined 
by  such  importer  in  the  presence  of  the  proper  officers; 
and  within  three  days  after  any  goods  shall  have  been  so 
landed,  the  importer  shall  make  a  perfect  entry  thereof, 
and  shall  either  pay  down  all  duties  which  shall  be  due 
and  payable  upon  such  goods,  or  shall  duly  warehouse 
the  same  according  to  the  purport  of  the  perfect  entry  or 
entries  so  made  for  such  goods,  or  for  the  several  parts  or 
sorts  thereof.  That  measure  was  resorted  to  in  this 
case;  the  defendant  made  the  affidavit;  a  bill  of  sight  was 
obtained;  and  the  packages  were  landed  by  force  of  it. 
Then  the  event  happened  which  induced  the  Jury  to  find 
for  the  crown,  upon  the  sixth  count  The  case  was  ex- 
amined, a  false  partition  was  discovered,  the  officer, 
DabbSt  with  a  gimblet,  made  a  hole  through,  upon 
which  the  defendant,  who  was  present,  said — "  What  are 
you  about,  Dabbs,  youll  break  the  glass?*'  And  one  of 
the  witnesses  swore  that  Hawkes,  the  defendant,  stated 
more  than  once,  that  he  knew  that  there  was  glass  in 
that  division  or  concealment.    A  great  quantity  of  glass 

was  found.  Now,  it  appears  to  me,  that  this  bill  of  sight 
was  no  protection  to  the  landing  without  an  entry,  be- 
cause it  was  evidently  a  fraudulent  measure.  Hawkes 
knew  there  was  a  concealment,  and  glass  in  it.  That  is  the 
short  ground  on  which  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  verdict 
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Jtevenue,       is  a  just  verdict  upon  this  count,  and  ought  not  to  be  di$- 
^     turbed.     I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  rule  should 
Att.  Oen.     be  discharged. 

Hawkbs. 

Garrow,  B.,  concurred. 

y  AUGHAN,  B* — As  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  wishes  to  have 
this  considered  as  his  individual  judgment,  and  as  I  have 
had  no  opportunity  of  knowing  what  the  judgment  was, 
except,  in  general  terms,  that  the  judgment  was  in  favour 
of  the  Crown,  I  will  state  my  reasons  for  concuring  in  that 
opinion,  although  I  have  no  difficulty  in  saying,  that  in 
the  general  result  I  agree. 

The  first  four  counts  in  the  information  are  framed  with 
a  view  to  the  specific  charge  of  offering  a  bribe.  Now, 
in  this,  as  in  every  other  case,  the  Crown  can  recover  only 
secundum  allegata  et  probata.  Therefore,  it  becomes  ne- 
cessary to  examine  the  allegation,  and  to  examine  the 
proof. 

With  respect  to  the  allegation,  the  charge  is,  that 
one  Thomas  Dabbs,  being  an  officer  of  the  customs,  on 
examination  of  a  case  of  goods  imported  from  beyond  the 
seas,  and  entered  in  the  name  of  71  Home  %  Com- 
pant/y  discovered,  to  wit,  one  hundred  pounds  weight  of 
bugles  landed  without  due  entry,  whereby  those  goods  be- 
came forfeited  and  liable  to  be  seized;  and  that  the  de* 
fendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  offered  to  Thomas 
Dabbs  a  bribe  of  10/.  if  he  wonld  take  no  notice  of  the 
said  bugles,  but  pass  the  same;  the  said  offer  being  made 
to  induce  him  to  neglect  his  duty,-  whereby  the  defendant 
foffeited  500A 

There  have  been  four  objections  taken,  upon  two  of 
which  I  shall  say  nothing,  because  I  concur  entirely  in  the 
judgment,  for  the  reasons  given  by  the  Chief  Baron  with 
resf^ct  to  those  objections.    I  mean  the  objection  with 
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respect  to  the  master's  report,  and  also  with  respect  to 
the  bill  of  sight,  which  I  think,  under  these  circumstan- 
ces, was  no  protection  to  the  goods.  But,  with  respect 
lo  the  other  two  objections,  I  will  offer  my  reasons  for 
agreeing  that  the  information  may  be  supported. 

The  two  objections  taken  against  the  verdict  were, 
that  the  proof  had  failed  to  establish  two  material  and 
substantive  allegations  of  fact,  namely,  that  any  bribe 
was  offered  to  Thomas  Dabbs;  and  secondly,  that  Tho- 
mas  Dabbs  bad  discovered  any  bugles  landed  without 
due  entry.  I  understand  the  objections  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  were  substantially  these,  that  the  information 
must  fail,  because  there  was  no  proof  that  any  bribe  was 
offered  to  Thomas  Dabbs,  nor  any  proof  that  any  bugles 
were  discovered,  and  those  are  two  subsantive  allegations 
of  fact. 

Now,  the  question  will  be,  whether  or  no  these  two,  if 
they  be  substantive  allegations  of  fact,  are  or  are  not  es- 
tablished by  the  proof.  In  the  first  place  it  is  said,  that 
the  name  of  the  officer  was  mistaken,  and  that  that  is  a 
fatal  variance.  It  is  then  said,  that  the  articles,  or  the 
goods  themselves  that  were  discovered,  were  not  bugles 
but  beads,  and  that  that  also  was  a  fatal  variance ;  and  if 
those  objections  were  well  founded  in  fact,  it  does  ap- 
pear to  me  that  the  defendant  would  have  reason  to  com- 
plain that  the  verdict  should  stand  against  him  upon  either 
of  those  counts. 

Now,  first  as  to  the  name.  I  agree,  if  the  proof  had 
stood  nakedly  on  the  answer  to  the  question  upon  cross- 
examination  as  to  the  name — that  the  name  was  Thomas 
Tyrrei  Dabbs,  without  further  explanation,  that  the  varin 
ance  would  have  been  fatal,  because  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs 
IS  not  Thomas  Dabbs.  But  when,  upon  further  inquiry, 
it  appeared  that  the  witness  was  as  well  or  better  known 
by  the  name  of  Thomas  Dabbs  than  by  the  name  of  Tha* 
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mas  Tyrrel  Dabbs;  I  should  say  that  that  fact  being  un- 
disputed, or,  if  disputed,  being  found  by  the  Jury,  there 
was  no  longer  any  variance;  and  the  name  answering  the 
description  in  the  information,  it  became  a  sufficient  de* 
signatio  persona. 

Now,  on  looking  at  the  evidence,  I  find  it  distinctly  ad« 
mitted  that  he  was  as  well,  and  might  be  better  known  by 
the  name  of  Thomas  Dabbs  than  by  the  name  of  Thomas 
Tyrrel  Dabbs;  but  it  was  contended,  as  a  clear  proposi- 
tion of  law,  that  that  would  not  suffice,  but  that  he  must 
be  known  by  the  name  of  Thomas  Dabbs  only,  and  that 
proposition  of  law  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court.  So  that  the  fact  was  admitted ;  but  the  defect,  in 
point  of  law,  was  the  question  intended,  and  that  only,  to 
be  submitted  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Now,  with  regard  to  the  name  of  the  officer:  the  result 
upon  this  part  of  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  there  had  been 
a  plea  in  abatement,  and  an  issue  had  been  joined  upon  the 
question,  Dabbs  being  the  defendant,  instead  of  being  an 
officer,  and  the  Jury  had  found  that  he  was  better  known 
by  the  name  of  Thomas  Dabbs  than  by  the  name  of  Tho' 
mas  Tyrrel  Dabbs.  That  was  the  effect  of  the  admission 
of  the  counsel  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  trial ;  he 
contending,  at  the  same  time,  that  it  would  not  do,  for,  in 
point  of  law,  it  was  not  sufficient  that  he  was  known  as 
well  by  the  name  of  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs,  but  he  must  be 
known  by  the  name  of  Thomas  Dabbs  only.  Now  that 
proposition  of  law  I  controvert,  and  assert  the  contrary. 

The  second  objection  is  with  respect  to  the  articles, 
which,  it  is  said,  were  beads  and  not  bugles.  Now,  I  con- 
ceive that  this  also  was  a  substantive  allegation  of  &ct  to 
be  found  by  the  Jury.  Unless  expressly  withdrawn  from 
their  consideration  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  it  must  be 
taken  that  they  have  found  it,  and  upon  this  evidence  they 
have  found  it  in  my  judgment  correctly. 
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NoWy  what  is  the  allegation,  and  what  is  the  evidence 
upon  this  part  of  the  case?  The  allegation  is,  that  Tho- 
mas Dabbs  bad  discovered,  **  to  wit,  one  hundred  pounds 
weight  of  bugles." 

Then,  what  is  the  evidence  upon  this  part  of  the  case? 
The  defendant  says:  ''  What  is  the  matter?"  Upon 
which  the  officer  replies:  "  I  have  found  some  bugles, 
which,"  be  says  "  I  shewed  at  the  time."  So  that  it  is 
not  simply  the  declaration  of  the  officer,  that  he  has 
found  bugles,  but  that  he  has  found  some  bugles  which 
he  shews  to  the  defendant  at  the  time.  Upon  which  the 
defendant  then  said :  ''  If  I  would  pass  them  unobserved, 
and  not  take  any  notice  of  them,  he  would  give  me  10/." 
So  that  the  defendant  treats  them  as  bugles.  They  are 
shewn  to  him,  and  he  converses  respecting  them  as  bugles, 
and  he  offers  a  bribe  to  the  officer  to  pass  them  as  bugles; 
therefore  there  is  a  most  distinct  admission  on  his  part 
that  they  were,  in  point  of  fact,  bugles. 

If  this  had  been  an  information  filed  for  the  recovery  of 
duties  upon  bugles,  the  defendant  defending  himself  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  not  bugles,  but  beads,  the  duty 
upon  which  he  had  offered  to  pay,  the  question  might 
have  been  very  different:  that  is,  supposing  he  was  not 
hampered  by  any  admission.  If  there  had  been  an  infor- 
mation filed  against  him  for  not  paying  duties  upon  bugles, 
and  be  had  said  I  have  paid  duty  upon  beads,  then  would 
have  come  the  question — are  they  bugles  or  are  they 
beads?  The  question  then  would  have  been  different,  and 
the  inclination  of  my  opinion  would  be,  that  they  were 
beads  and  not  bugles;  but  I  protest  against  deciding  that 
point,  because  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  necessary  in 
this  case.  The  point  at  present  to  be  considered  is,  whe- 
ther the  defendant  did  not,  by  his  conduct  and  conversa- 
tion, admit  them  to  be  bugles  for  every  purpose  required 
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by  this  information;  the  Jury  have  found  that  he  did, 
and,  in  my  opinion,  the  evidence  justifies  that  finding. 

Now,  I  have  said  that  I  consider  this  as  a  substantive  al- 
legation of  fact,  to  be  found  by  the  Jury.  Was  it  then 
withdrawn  expressly  from  their  consideration,  or  left  as  a 
fact  incorporated  in  their  finding,  although  their  attention 
might  not  have  been  prominently  and  specifically  drawn 
to  it?  It  was  matter  of  much  discussion.  The  Jury  were 
pressed  at  great  length  upon  the  subject  as  a  question  of 
fact  for  their  consideration,  and  contradictory  evidence 
was  offered  upon  it.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  at  the  close 
of  his  summing  up,  leaves  all  the  points  in  the  case  as 
questions  of  fact  for  the  Jury.  It  is  true,  he  states  it  as 
his  own  opinion,  and  as  his  impression,  that  the  mode  of 
dealing  with  them  at  the  custom-house  at  all  times,  both 
upon  importation  and  exportation,  and  the  defendant's 
acts  and  conversation  with  relation  to  them,  satisfied  him 
that,  for  the  purposes  of  this  information,  they  ought  to  be 
considered  as  bugles,  and  to  that  dir.ection  I  can  see  no 
objection. 

Under  these  ctroumstances,  therefore,  and  for  the  rea- 
sons I  have  stated,  upon  the  only  two  points  upon  which 
I  have  thought  it  necessary  to  give  the  reasons  for  my 
opinion,  I  concur  in  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Chief 
Baron.  The  name,  I  think,  is  correctly  stated,  because 
the  question  is  the  same  as  if  there  had  been  a  direct 
issue  joined  upon  the  fact,  and  found  in  favour  of  the 
Crown,  that  he  was  as  well  known  by  the  name  of  Tho- 
mas Dabbs,  as  of  Thom{u  Tyrrell  Dabbs;  and  then,  as  to 
the  bugles,  without  considering  whether  it  is  necessary  or 
not  to  prove,  as  a  material  allegation,  that  they  were  bugles 
or  beads,  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  in  this  instance,  the  defend- 
ant, by  his  acts,  his  conversation,  and  his  conduct,  has  so 
distinctly  adn^itted  them  to  be  bugles,  that  he  is  estopped 
from  controverting  that  point.    For  these  reasons,  there- 
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fore^  I  concur  most  entirely  with  the  judgment  that  has  been 
pronounced  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron. 

B0LLAND9  B. — ^I  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in 
thinking,  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  given  for  the 
Crown.  It  is  unnecessary  for  me^  after  the  very  elaborate 
view  that  has  been  given  of  the  case  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron,  and  after  the  observations  that  have  been  made  by 
my  brother  Vaughan,  to  go  generally  into  the  case.  It 
seems  to  me,  that,  in  deciding  this  case,  we  should  not  be 
considered  as  deciding  any  substantive  question  of  law,  the 
material  points  of  this  case  appearing  to  me  to  depend  alto- 
gether  upon  its  own  circumstances ;  it  is  more  matter  of  fiict, 
perhaps,  in  many  parts  of  it,  than  matter  of  law.  Therefore, 
taking  this  view  of  the  case,  I  shall  content  myself  with 
saying,  that  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  think- 
ing that  the  judgment  should  be  given  for  the  Crown. 
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The  King  t.  Jones. 
A  Sheriff  cannot  J.N  this  case,  a  writ  of  venditioni  exponas  was  issued,  di- 

retain  against  t       r^t       •»%     n  ^t  »•  » 

the  Crown  a  rected  to  the  Sheriff  of  Glamorganshire,  to  sell  certain 
depo8ited°by^n  P'operty  of  the  defendant,  seized  under  an  extent.  Upon 
agent  of  the      ^jjg  delivery  of  this  writ  to  the  under-sheriff,  by  an  excise 

Crown,  to  cover  ''  " 

the  expenses  of  a  officet,  the  under-sheriff  said,  that  the  property  was  not  of 
of  property  seis-  Sufficient  value  to  sell  by  auction,  as  the  poundage  would 
ten""and  sold*'  ^^^  defray  the  expenses ;  and  that  he  would  not  sell  by  auc- 
under  a  tfendi-     tion  without  Specific  directions ;  but  the  officer  said,  that  the 

property  must  be  sold  by  auction.  At  the  same  time  the 
officer  paid  to  the  under-sheriff  5/.,  as  he  said,  by  mistake, 
instead  of  5s.  to  which  the  Sheriff  was  entitled  for  his  war- 
rant; but  the  under-sheriff  swore  that  this  sum  had  been 
paid  to  defray  the  additional  expense  occasioned  by  a  sale 
by  auction.  Handbills  were  circulated,  and  the  property 
was  sold  by  auction  in  the  usual  way. 

Clarke,  having  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Sheriff 
of  Glamorganshire  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  re- 
fund to  the  solicitor  of  the  excise  the  sum  of  4/.  15^.,  be- 
ing the  balance  of  the  5/.,  after  deducting  the  5s,  allowed 
for  the  warrant — 

Maule  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that  it  was  clear 
that,  as  between  the  Sheriff  and  a  subject,  the  Sheriff 
would  be  entitled  to  charge  for  the  extraordinary  expenses 
occasioned  by  a  sale  by  auction ;  and  even  if  the  Sheriff 
was  bound  upon  a  Crown  process  to  sell  by  public  sale,  be 
was  not  bound  to  employ  an  auctioneer,  or  to  incur  ex- 
pense with  a  view  to  give  publicity  to  that  sale.  He  con- 
tended also,  that  the  Crown  could  only  be  entitled  to  this 
money  in  a  case  where  the  retention  of  it  would  be  against 
good  conscience;  whereas  here  it  was  paid  expressly  for 
the  sale  by  auction,  which  the  officer  had  insisted  upon 
having. 
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Clarke^  in  support  of  the  rule,  urged,  that  the  Sheriff 
waSi  in  this  case,  bound  to  sell  by  auction,  and  that  the 
taking  of  a  deposit,  before  he  would  perform  his  duty, 
was  extorsive  and  illegal.  He  further  contended,  that  the 
Sheriff  was,  in  the  first  instance,  only  entitled  to  his  fee 
and  poundage,  and  that  any  extra  allowance  could  only  be 
obtained  by  application  to  the  Court  (a). 


Revenue^ 
1830. 


The  King 

p. 

Jones. 


Qarrow,  B. — This  is  an  application  calling  upon  the 
Sheriff  of  the  county  of  Glamorgan  to  shew  cause  why  he 
should  not  refund  to  the  officerof  oneof  the  public  boards 
the  sum  of  4/.  15«.,  under  these  circumstances : — An  extent 
issued,  under  which  there  was  issued  a  writ  of  venditioni 
exponas^  directed  to  the  Sheriff.  It  seems  to  be  admitted 
to  be  the  duty  of  the  Sheriff,  without  any  special  directions^ 
to  sell  by  auction  in  the  usual  way,  and,  of  course,  at  the 
expense  necessarily  incident  to  an  auction.  The  facts 
suggested  by  the  affidavits  are,  that,  upon  the  delivery  of 
the  writ  to  the  Sheriff,  the  agent  of  the  Crown  said,  you 
must  sell  by  auction,  and  that  he  made  a  deposit  of  5L  to 
indemnify  the  Sheriff.  It  appears  to  me,  that,  on  this  state 
of  facts,  no  deposit  made  by  the  agent  of  the  Crown,  (per* 
haps  in  ignorance  of  the  extent  of  the  duty  of  the  Sheriff), 
can  entitle  the  Sheriff  to  retain  that  sum,  deposited  to  in- 
duce him  to  do  that  which,  without  the  deposit,  he  was 
bound  to  do. 

Vaughan,  B. — Under  the  circumstances,  I  think  it  the 


{a)  The  whole  sura  levied  is  re^ 
tunied  after  deducting  the  poundage 
Aq  extra  allowance  claimed  by  the 
Sheriff  upon  an  extent  in  aid  must 
be  moYed  for  in  open  Court.  R. 
^.Jonet,  1  Price,  205.  If  the  ap- 
plication appear  reasonable,  a  rule 
is  granted,  calling  upon  the  prose- 
cutor, or  other  parties  interested  in 
resisting  the  clairoy  to  shew  cause 
why  it  should  not  be  allowed.     H. 


V.  Mainwaring^  2  Price,  67 ;  H.  in 
aid  Q^  Gardner  v.  Ftreday^  4  Price, 
131.  Where  the  Sheriff  charged 
five  per  cent,  for  an  auctioneer  to 
sell  malt  taken  under  an  extent,  the 
Court  disallowed  the  charge.  It.  y. 
Crackenthorp,  2Anst.  412.  The 
extra  expenses  of  a  Sheriff  under 
an  extent  in  chief  may  be  obtained 
under  the  stat.  3  Geo.  1,  c.  15,  s.  4, 
by  application  to  the  Board. 
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The  King 

V. 

Jones. 


safer  course  to  hold,  that  the  Sheriff,  m  this  case,  is  liable 
to  refund,  although  there  may  be  some  difficulty  upon  the 
facts.  The  answer  pf  the  Sheriff  admits,  that  he  received 
this  sum  as  a  deposit*  It  comes  to  the  question,  therefore, 
whether  the  Sheriff  can  be  entitled  to  more  than  is  allow- 
ed to  him  by  law.  It  appears  to  me,  that  the  Sheriff  was 
bound  to  take  the  necessary  steps  for  the  sale,  and  it  is 
admitted  to  be  the  usual  course  that  he  should  sell  by 
auction.  If  extraordinary  expenses  are  incurred,  he  may 
be  remunerated  by  application  to  the  Court. 


BoLLAND,  B. — The  Sheriff  is  entitled  to  poundage, 
and  to  poundage  only;  for  any  thing  extra,  he  must 
come  to  the  Court.  According  to  the  case  of  Wood- 
gate  Y.  KnatchbuU  (a),  if  this  had  been  a  case  between 
party  and  party,  the  contract  suggested  might  have  been 
available;  but  I  do  not  see  how  the  agent  can  bind  the 
Crown;  more  particularly,  as  in  this  matter  he  clearly 
acted  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority.  I  therefore  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  (&). 


(a)2T.R.  157. 

{h)  There  does  not  appear  to  be 
any  authority,  by  statute  or  other- 
wise, that  the  Sheriff  is  bound  to 
sell  by  auction  goods  seized  under 
an  extent,  and  sold  under  a  vendi- 
tioni exponas.  By  the  terms  of  the 
writ,  he  must  sell  for  the  best  price; 
which,  with  the  word  exponas,  seems 
to  imply  that  the  goods  must  be  ex- 
posed to  public  sale ;  but  the  ex- 


pensive machinery  of  a  sale  by  auc- 
tion is,  as  compared  with  this  writ, 
of  comparatively  modem  introduc- 
tion, and  there  seems  to  be  no  rea- 
son why,  in  the  absence  of  autho- 
rity, a  public  officer  should  be  bur- 
dened with  this  expense  in  the  exe- 
cution of  Crown  process,  when  it 
is  decided,  that,  in  thecase  of  a  sub- 
ject, he  cannot  be  so  burdened,  with- 
out a  special  arrangement 
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Exeh,  Otamber, 
1830. 

Alexander  u.  Angle.  "" 

[In  Error  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.'] 

INLANDER. — The  declaration  contained  six  counts.  Where  a  count 
There  waa  an  inducement  applicable  to  all  the  counte,  .negrn^g^Sirihc 
stating  that  the  plaintiff  below  was  a  keeper  of  livery  piainiiifwMa 
stables,  and  carried  on  the  trade  and  business  of  a  livery-  keeper,  and  was 
stable  keeper.     The  last  count  stated,  that,  before  &c.,  debtundera^^ 
one  John  Peer  had  become  a  bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiff  J°T"""(°"j°f. 
below  was  about  to  prove  a  debt  justly  due  to  him  by  the  ed  that  the  de- 
said  t/oAn  Peer^  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt,  there-  and  concerning 
tofore  awarded  and  issued  against  the  said  John  Peer^  ^o^^coLm^ 
yet  the  said  defendant  below,  well  knowing  &c.,  and  ing  ^e  matter 

•   -         o  o  o         •  •       !•  o  in  that  count 

contriving  &c.,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  m  a  certam  discourse  &c.,  mentioned,  and 
of  and  concerning  the  said  plaintiff  below,  and  of  and  con-  il[gthe^pu^n™ff 
cerning  the  matter  in  the  introductory  part  of  that  count  »"  ***••  ''*^*» 
mentioned,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  trade  afore-  "youarearegu- 

•j  1*   •        1  1  1         i_i*  1.    J      i*   *     1  •         lar  prover  under 

said,  maliciously  spoke  and  published  oi  and  concerning  bankruptcy 

the  said  plaintiff  below,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  tS^*^*"a"iftiff^a, 

matters  last-mentioned,  these  false,  malicious,  and  defama-  accustomed  to 

tory  words  following,  that  is  to  say,  you  (meaning  the  said  debts  under  com- 

plaintiff  below)  are  a  regular  prover  under  bankruptcy,  ^wirop/Mou 

(meaning  that  the  said  plaintiff  below  was  accustomed  to  ^^  ^  regular 

,,  ..  /..#  bankrupt  mak- 

prove  Jicttttous  debts  under  commissions  of  bankrupt);  er:"^-^e2</,tiiat 
you  (meaning  the  said  plaintiff  below)  are  a  regular  bank-  Lolbe  mdntain- 
rupt  maker;  if  it  was  not  for  some  of  your  (meaninfr  the  ed;  for  the  words 

*  ^  ^  ^  ^  were  not  action- 

said    plaintiff's  below)  neighbours,  your    (meaning   the  able  aa  spoken 

said   plaintiff's   below)   shop   would   look  queer.      It  is  in  hu  trad  "/nor 

all  true,  and  you  (meaning  the  said  plaintiff  below)  may  ^^[aid  «rtion-*** 

bring  as  many  actions  against  me  (meaning  the  said  de-  a^if*  a*  im- 

fendant  below),  as  you  like.  punishable  by 

At  the  trial,  a  general  verdict  wa*  found  for  the  plain-  l*^^tto  wm  *''' 

tiff  below,  and  judgment  having  been  entered  up  accord-  broader  than  the 

ingly,  a  writ  of  error  was  brought.  words,  which 

were  unexplain- 
ed  by  prefatory  averment,  and  did  not  of  tbemvelves  necessarily  import  a  crime. 


144  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Ejceh.  Chamber,       Platty  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  was  stopped  by  the 
v.— ^^.— •     Court. 

Alexander 

V. 

Angle.  Kellff,  for  the  defendant  in  error,  was  desired  to  sup- 

port  the  last  count.  The  objections  to  the  last  count  are 
twofold — First,  that  the  words  do  not  impute  to  the  plain- 
tiff a  specific  offence,  punishable  by  law — and  secondly,  that 
the  innuendo  enlarges  the  sense  of  the  words  used.  Although 
words  do  not  necessarily  impute  a  specific  offence,  punishable 
by  law,  yet  if,  according  to  ordinary  understanding,  they  im« 
ply  a  charge  of  that  description,  and  the  Jury  find  that  the 
charge  is  implied,  it  is  sufficient.  Admitting  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  words  which  must  necessarily  nnport  a 
criminal  charge,  yet,  taken  with  the  context,  they  clearly 
imply  it.  If  the  words  will  bear  the  construction  put  upon 
them,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  Jury  adopt  that  construction; 
for  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  words  should  directly  im- 
port the  chargp,  or  that  they  should  be  capable  of  no 
other  construction.  The  law  upon  this  subject  is  correct- 
ly laid  down  in  the  note  to  Craft  v.  Boiie  (a)  as  follows: 
"  It  is  an  established  rule,  that  slanderous  words  must  bo 
understood  by  the  Court  in  the  same  sense  as  the  rest  of 
the  world  would  ordinarily  understand  them."  Woolnoth 
V.  Meadows  (b),  and  Roberts  v.  Camden  (c),  are  authori- 
ties for  this  point.  In  the  latter  case,  the  words  did  not 
directly  impute  perjury,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  under 
a  charge  of  a  prosecution  for  perjury.  The  words  used 
were  capable  of  different  constructions;  they  might  im- 
pute that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  perjury,  they  might 
also  mean  that  he  was  improperly  prosecuted  for  perjury. 
The  words  were  ambiguous,  and  it  was  for  tlie  Jury  to 
find  the  meaning  with  which  they  were  used.  The  same 
reasoning  applies  to  the  present  case;  if  the  words  are 

(a)  1  Wm.  Saund.  342.         (6)  5  East,  469.        (c)  9  East,  95. 


MICHAELMAS  TERMj   WILL.  IV.  145 

capable  of  the  construction  put  upon  thenii  (and  the  Jury  Bxch.  chamber t 
have  founds  that  they  were  used  in  that  sense),  it  is  clear,  that     ^.^^^^.^^J^^ 
the  offence  charged  is  punishable  by  law;  for,  debts  un-     Alexander 
der  a  commission  of  bankrupt  are  proveable  only  upon        Anglb. 
oath;  and  the  taking  of  such  oath  falsely  is,  under  the  late 
bankrupt  act,  perjury.  But  the  words  are  also,  in  this  count, 
alleged  to  have  heen  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade* 
Slander  of  a  man  in  his  trade,  to  be  actionable,  is  not  con- 
fined to  imputations  of  insolvency,  but  it  is  sufficient,  if  it 
impute  mal-practices  in  his  trade.     Com*  Dig*  **  Action 
on  the  Case;'  (D,  25,  26, 27). 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.— In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  in  error  con* 
tends,  that  one  of  the  counts  of  this  declaration,  upon 
which  a  general  verdict  was  taken,  is  bad  in  law.  If  it  be 
so,  as  the  damages  are  entire,  the  case  must  go  down 
again  for  trial.  The  Court  of  error  are  of  opinion,  after 
hearing  the  argument,  that  the  last  count  of  this  declara- 
tion is  bad  in  point  of  law.  That  count  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff  below,  before  the  committing  the  grievances  com- 
plained  of,  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  livery-stable  keeper^ 
and  that  the  defendant  below,  well  knowing  the  premises, 
in  a  conversation  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  concerning 
his  trade,  and  concerning  the  bankruptcy  of  one  Peer^  as 
stated  in  that  count,  uttered  the  words  following — **  you 
are  a  regular  prover  under  bankruptcy,  (meaning  that  the 
plaintiff  was  accustomed  to  prove  fictitious  debts  under 
commissions  of  bankrupt);  you  are  a  regular  bankrupt 
maker;  if  it  was  not  for  some  of  your  neighbours,  your 
shop  would  look  queer.  It  is  all  true,  and  you  may  bring 
as  many  actions  against  me  as  you  like." 

Now,  it  is  alleged,  on  the  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
that  this  count  is  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  contain  any 
charge  against  the  defendant  in  error  in  the  way  of  his 
trade,  or  any  charge  of  a  criminal  nature.  It  is  said  on 
the  other  side,  that  it  may  be  taken  as  a  charge  relating 
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Exch.  Chamber,  to  his  trade ;  and  secondly^  that  it  amounts  to  ati  imj^uta* 
^_^^^.l^  tion  of  perjury.  This  does  not  seem  to  me  to  fall  within 
Alexander  that  class  of  cases  which  relates  to  imputations  upon  a 
Anolis.  person^  with  reference  to  his  trade.  To  say  of  a  carpen- 
ter, that  he  is  a  bungler,  is  actionable,  for  it  imputes  to 
him  a  want  of  skill;  to  say  of  a  vendor  that  his  goods  are 
rotten,  or  that  he  keeps  false  books,  which  is  an  imputa- 
tion of  dishonesty  in  his  trade,  is  also  actionable;  so, 
likewise^  it  is  actionable  to  impute  insolvency  to  a  trader, 
which  affects  his  credit;  but  the  words  in  this  case  are 
applicable  as  well  to  a  man  not  in  trade,  as  to  a  trader, 
and  are  not,  therefore,  actionable  as  referrible  to  the 
plaintiff's  trade.  Then,  do  the  words  used  impute  a 
crime  punishable  by  law?  It  is  observable  upon  this 
point,  that  the  innuendo  is  larger  than  the  natural  mean- 
ing of  the  words.  It  is  a  clear  rule  of  law,  upon  all  the 
authorities,  that  an  innuendo  cannot  introduce  a  mean- 
ing broader  than  that  which  the  words  naturally  bear, 
unless  connected  with  proper  introductory  averments. 
The  well  known  case  of  Hawkes  v.  Hawkey  (a),  is  the 
best  illustration  of  this  rule.  In  that  case,  the  word  fore- 
sworn was  explained  by  the  innuendo  to  mean  perjury  in 
a  judicial  proceeding,  but  the  declaration  was  held  bad, 
the  word  foresworn  being  verbum  ambiguum^  because  it 
was  not  previously  alleged  that  the  conversation  took 
place  with  reference  to  a  judicial  proceeding.  So,  here, 
if  it  had  been  stated  that  the  conversation  took  place  with 
respect  to  the  defendant  proving  fictitious  debts  under 
commissions  of  bankrupt,  the  question  might  have  been 
different.  Two  cases  have  been  cited,  Woolnoih  v.  MetP- 
dow8,  and  Roberts  v.  Camden.  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that, 
on  the  face  of  the  record  in  those  cases,  it  was  apparent 
to  the  Court,  that  the  words  did  import  the  imputation  of 
a  crime.    No  man  can  read  the  record  in  the  case  of 

(d)  8  East,  427. 
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fPoolnoth  V.  Meadows,  without  seeing^  at  once,  what  was  Exeh,  Chamber, 
the  meaning  of  the  imputation  conveyed  by  the  words.     ^         '   ^ 
S09  in  the  other  casej  there  is  a  direct  imputation  of  per-     Alexander 
jury.    In  these  cases,  therefore,  the  actions  might  have        angle. 
been  maintained,  as  well  without  as  with  the  aid  of  an 
innuendo.  Upon  these  grounds,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
last  count  is  bad,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  a 
venire  de  novo  awarded. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Pitt  v.  Eldred.  ExcH.  of  puat. 

Upon  a  motion  by  Cowling  for  a  distringas  upon  a  re-  Requisitesofthe 
nire,  it  was  certified  by  the  Master,  and  adopted  by  the  au^gj^u^n 
Court  as  the  practice,  that  the  affidavit  must  state,  the  re-  >  venire. 
sidence  of  the  defendant ;  that  there  have  been  at  least  three 
attempts  to  serve  the  writ  upon  him;  that  when  the  party 
attempting  to  make  the  service  went  to  the  residence  of  the 
defendant,  and  was  unable  to  find  him,  he  stated  to  some 
person,  at  the  residence  of  the  defendant,  his  object  for  so 
calling,  and  the  time  when  he  would  call  again,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  seeing  the  defendant;  and  the  reasons  for  which 
he  believes  the  defendant  kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  be- 
ing served. 

The  affidavit  not  stating  these  facts,  the  rule  was  re- 
fiised. 

Rule  refused  (a). 

(a)  This  point  arose  subsequeDtly  during  this  term,  when  the  Court  laid 
down  the  same  rule. 
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Bjreh,  of  PUtu, 
1830. 

Young  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Ireland,  v.  Timmins. 

Where  a  peti-  JLN  this  CRse,  notice  to  dispute  the  petitioning  creditor's 

tor^s'ffebris '  debt  had  been  duly  given.  The  debt  sought  to  be  recoTer- 

Srosftions^un-  ®^  ^*^  ^"®  ^^^  which  the  bankrupt  migbt  have  sued. 

der  the  provi*  At  the  trial,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county 

(7«o.  4,  C.16, 8.  of  Warwick,  before  Alexander,  C.  B.,  the  depositiona 

petcn"foMh"'  ^ere  put  in  as  proof  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt. 

defendant  to  Twelve  months  had  elapsed  between  the  adjudication  and 

prove  that  such  *  *' 

petitioning  ere-  the  trial.  The  defendant  proposed  to  prove  that  the  pe* 
a  fraudJent^^  titioning  creditor's  debt  was  a  fraudulent  contrivance  be- 
contrivance  he-^  twccn  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioning  creditor,  who  was 
nipt  and  tbepe-  also  One  of  the  assignees,  and  a  party  to  the  record.  The 
tor.  Lord  Chief  Baron  rejected  the  evidence,  on  the  ground 

that  the  depositions  were  conclusive  evidence  of  the  debt, 

under  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  92, 

Hill  now  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

The  clause  in  question  provides,  that  the  depositions 
shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  matters  contained 
therein,  if  the  bankrupt  does  not  give  notice  of  his  inten- 
tion  to  dispute  the  commission  within  the  periods  limited 
by  the  statute.  That  provision  could  not  be  intended  to 
apply  to  a  case  where  the  bankrupt,  being  a  party  to  the 
fraudulent  concoction  of  the  debt,  is  interested  to  support 
the  commission,  rather  than  to  give  the  notices  referred  to. 
Besides,  the  depositions  can,  at  all  events,  be  only,  primd 
facie,  an  estoppel,  and  proof  of  fraud  opens  the  whole  mat- 
ter. Thus,  a  fine  or  other  record,  though  an  estoppel 
and  conclusive,  is  yet  liable  to  be  opened  by  evidence 
of  fraud.  Fraud  vitiates  every  instrument,  and  the  party 
may  say  that  the  deed  or  fine,  though  otherwise  conclu* 
sive,  is  not  a  deed  or  fine,  if  it  be  fraudulent.  So  here, 
these  depositions,  the  result  of  fraud,  are  not  conclusive 
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depositions  under  the  provisions  of  this  act.     They  are  ^^h,  of  piea$, 

18L30. 

not  the  depositions  intended  by  .the  act.     At  all  events,  ^ 

as  this  is  a  new  point  on  a  very  important  act  of  Parlia-        Youno 
ment,  it  is  a  fit  case  to  be  considered.  Timmins. 

Batley,  B. — The  words  of  the  statute  are,  that  the 
depositions  shall  be  conclusive  in  all  actions  at  law  or  suits 
in  equity,  brought  by  the  assignees  for  any  debt  for  which 
the  bankrupt  might  have  sued.  It  does  not  follow,  how- 
ever, from  these  words,  that  they  are  to  be  conclusive,  upon 
a  petition  to  the  Chancellor  to  supersede  the  commission. 
But  where  an  act  of  Parliament  says,  in  express  terms,  that 
the  depositions  shall  be  conclusive,  we  cannot  refine  upon 
the  meaning  of  the  words  used,  and  say,  that  they  are  not 
to  be  conclusive  in  a  case  to  which  the  act  applies.  It  is 
of  great  importance  that  parties  should  understand  what 
it  is  that  they  are  to  be  prepared  to  try;  otherwise,  such 
questions  might  come  upon  the  party  by  surprise  at  the 
trial.  I  think  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  prevent 
the  agitation  of  such  questions  in  cases  like  the  present. 
The  object  of  the  Legislature  was,  that  the  depositions 
should  be  conclusive  at  the  trial,  leaving  the  parties  to 
agitate  the  merits  of  the  commission  elsewhere. 

Yaxtghan,  B. — The  depositions  are  in  the  nature  of  an 
estoppel.    The  remedy  is  elsewhere. 

Garrow,  B.,  and  Bolland,  B.,  concurred,  and  the 
rule  was — 

Refused. 
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E:ceh.  oj  Pleat, 
IS30. 


Henshaw  v.  Woolwrich. 


Avhere  persons,  1n  the  affidavit  of  justification  in  this  case,  the  bail  swore 
to  be  bail  in  that  they  Were  worth  double  the  amount  of  the  debt  after 
ju^tify*M baUby  payment  of  their  debts,  but  did  not  swear  that  they  were 
affidavit,  they     ^orth  that  sum  bevond  their  debts,  and  what  would  be 

must  swear  that  '^ 

they  are  worth    sufficient  to  Satisfy  their  other  engagements. 

the  sum  requir* 
ed  beyond  what 

dibuTnd^thcir'  Wightman  opposed  these  bail,  upon  an  affidavit  that 
other  engage-     they  wcrc  bail  in  two  other  actions. 

roents. 

Bayley,  B. — When  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas^  I 
objected  to  the  justification  of  bail  upon  this  ground,  and 
it  was  then  decided  that  the  bail  should  swear  that  they 
were  worth  the  sum  required  beyond  what  would  satisfy 
their  debts  and  their  other  engagements.  I  think  it  rea- 
sonable that  it  should  be  so,  because,  if  the  bail  had  jus- 
tified in  these  actions  in  person,  they  must  have  sworn 
that  they  were  worth  the  sum  required  beyond  their  debts, 
and  their  liabilities  in  the  other  actions. 

The  Court  directed  the  affidavit  of  justification  to  be 
amended  in  this  respect,  and  granted  an  extension  of  time 
for  that  purpose. 
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Revenue, 
1830. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Estate  of  Ewin,  deceased. 

xN  this  matter,  the  usual  order  was  obtained,  under  the  American,  Jus- 

statute  42  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  2,  calling  upon  the  executor  ^^'^^* 

to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  deliver  an  account  of  the  stock,  the  pro- 
perty of  a  testa- 
legacies  and  property  of  the  testator,  and  pay  the  legacy  tor  domiciled  in 

duties.     In  opposition  to  this  rule,  affidavits  were  filed,  iiabirto"i^cy 
from  which  it  appeared,  that  the  testator,  who  was  domi*  ^^^y* 
ciled  in  England^  died  possessed  of  considerable  property, 
in  the  American^  Austrian^  French^  and  Russian  funds, 
which  funds  were  transferable,  and  the  dividends  payable 
in  those  respective  countries  only.     It  appeared  further, 
that  the  debts  of  the  testator  had  been  paid  out  of  per- 
sonal property  in  this  country,  and  that  the  residuary  le- 
gatee had  required  the  executor  to  transfer  into  his  name, 
the  funds  in  those  countries  respectively.     It  also  appear- 
ed, that  the  stock  had  been  transferred  into  the  name  of 
the  executor,  and  that  he  had  dealt  with  and  transfer- 
red the  dividends  to  the  legatees,  by  means  of  powers  of 
attorney. 

<• 

Brougham  and  Lynch  shewed  cause. — They  contend- 
ed— First,  that  the  property  was  in  the  nature  of  real 
property.  Secondly ,  that  it  was  local,  being  payable  and 
transferable  only  in  the  countries  in  which  the  funds 
were.  And  thirdly ,  that,  if  personalty,  it  was  not  liable 
to  legacy  dpty,  till  received  in  England^  which  in  this 
case  it  could  not  be,  because  the  debts  of  the  estate  had 
been  discharged,  and  the  executor  had  been  required, 
and  intended,  to  transfer  the  funds  to  the  legatees  in  the 
foreign  countries.  They  cited  Logan  v.  Fairlie  (a),  and 
Day  V.  Fairlie  (i). 

The  Attomey^General  and  Amos^  contra,  urged  that 
this  was  personal  property,  and  was  to  be  distributed  ac-  • 

(a)  2  Sim.  &  St.  284.  (6)  1  Russ.  1 1 7. 
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Revenue^ 
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cording  to  the  lex  domicilii^  and  was  therefore  liable  to 
the  legacy  duty.  They  cited  Somerville  v.  Somerville  (a), 
Pipon  V.  Pipon  (6),  Thorn  ▼.  Watkins  {c),  and  the  Coun- 
tess Da  Cunha's  case  (cQ. 


Alexander,  L.  C.  B* — I  have  not  had,  during  the  course 
of  this  argument,  any  doubt,  notwithstanding  the  great  abi- 
lity evinced  upon  the  part  of  those  who  contend  that  this 
duty  ought  not  to  be  paid.  It  seems  to  me,  according  to 
the  true  meaning  and  construction  of  this  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, that  it  must  be  paid.  This  is  an  act  which  imposes 
a  duty  upon  legacies  and  shares  of  personal  estate,  and 
the  duty  attaches  the  moment  they  are  paid ;  and  the  trans- 
action pointed  out  as  that  upon  which  the  duty  is  to  be 
paid,  is  to  be  evidenced  by  the  receipt.  The  fact  is,  that 
it  is  a  charge  upon  the  personal  estate  which  belonged  to 
the  intestate  or  testator,  and  which  is  to  be  handed  over 
to  the  legatee. 

Then  the  question  is,  whether  the  circumstances  of 
this  case  bring  the  legatee  and  the  executor  of  the  es- 
tate within  those  descriptions  that  are  comprised  in  this 
act.  In  the  first  place,  it  must  be  personal  estate.  I 
agree  entirely  that  the  circumstances  stated  in  these  af- 
fidavits prove  this,  if  there  were  any  doubt  about  it,  to 
be  personal  estate ;  because,  as  is  stated,  the  executor  has 
taken  it,  he  has  dealt  with  it  as  executor,  and  he  has,  as 
executor,  authorized  the  delivery  of  it  over  to  the  legatee 
of  this  personal  estate.  Under  all  these  circumstances, 
how  can  it  be  contended,  with  any  plausibility,  that  this  is 
not  personal  estate?  Then,  so  far  as  the  subject  matter  of 
the  thing  goes,  it  is  clearly  within  the  act  of  Parliament. 

But  then,  can  it  be  said,  that  the  persons  concerned  in 
this  transaction,  are  not  within  this  act  of  Parliament?  The 
act  says,  that  every  personal  or  moveable  estate,  shall  be 
charged  with  these  duties  upon  all  legacies  and  succes- 

(«)  5  Ves.  750.     (6)  Ambl.  27.     ( c)  2  Vcs.  37.     (rf)  1  Hagg.  Ecd.  237. 
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sions;  and  then  it  goes  on  to  charge  upon  these  legacies 
and  successions  particular  sums,  according  to  the  amount 
or  value.     The  words  are  general,  **  every  person/' 

It  must  be  construed,  I  think,  that  this  particular  act, 
in  speaking  of  legacies,  is  confined  to  Great  Britain. 
Where  persons  die  in  India,  whose  estates,  though  the 
estates  o£  British  subjects,  are  distributed  in  India,  and 
are  delivered  over  to  the  several  legatees,  whether  pecu- 
niary or  residuary  legatees  in  India^  ifnever  has  been  the 
practice,  nor  was  it  intended  by  this  act  of  ParKament, 
that  such  estates  should  be  chargeable  with  the  duty. 
Under  these  circumstances)  although  I  do  not  doubt  but 
that  the  reasons  given  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  the  case 
decided  by  him  (a),  were  satisfactory,  and  were  justified  un- 
der the  particular  circumstances  of  that  case,  it  requires 
the  particular  circumstances  of  that  case,  to  bring  such 
legacy  and  payment  within  the  operation  of  this  act  of 
Parliament.  But  it  never  can  be  doubted  that  the  «ct  of 
Parliament  was  meant  to  include  the  estate  of  a  person 
domiciled  in  England,  a  subject  of  this  country,  an  Eng- 
lishman, whose  executors  are  living  ii^  this  country.  It 
can  never  be  doubted  that  the  act  was  meant  to  make  his 
estate  subject  to  the  charge,  and  that  persons  claiming 
under  him,  and  receiving  part  of  that  estate,  were  liable  to 
contribute  to  the  revenue  of  this  country  by  force  of  this 
act  of  Parliament. 

Upon  what  grounds  is  it  Contended  that  this  estate 
is  not  liable?  Because  the  duties  on  probates  and  ad- 
ministrations would  not  have  extended  to  this  particular 
fund*  This  argument  does  not  appear  to  me  to  make  any 
difference  in  this  case.  By  the  act  of  Parliament,  tlie  duty 
upon  the  probate  is  only  imposed  in  respect  of  that  fund, 
which  the  executor  is  to  obtain  in  a  particular  province 
of  this  country  by  force  of  that  probate.  If  there  be  a  per- 
sonal estate  in  the  province  of  York  and  Canterbury,  and 


in  re  Bwiif. 


VOL.  I. 


(<i)  Logan  y.  FnirtiCf  2  Sim.6c  Slu.  284. 
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a  probate  be  taken  in  the  province  of  Yorky  the  duty  is 
paid  upon  the  property  in  that  province  only,  and  it  is  not 
paid  upon  the  other  property  until  a  probate  be  taken  in 
the  province  of  Canterbury. 

This  is  made  apparent  by  the  very  terms  of  the  act,  for 
it  says,  "  where  the  estate  and  eflfects  for  or  in  respect  of 
which  such  probate,  letters  of  administration  or  confirmation 
respectively,  shall  be  granted  or  expeded,'*  evidently  con* 
fining  the  charge  upon  the  probate  to  those  particular  es- 
tates to  be  recovered  by  force  of  that  administration.  But 
when  it  speaks  of  the  legacy  duty,  it  is  charged  upon  the 
amount  of  the  estate  itself,  to  be  handed  over  upon  the  re- 
ceipt, which  the  executor,  to  save  himself  firom  the  penal- 
ty, ought  to  take,  before  he  pays  the  money* 

I  cannot  doubt,  therefore,  in  this  particular  case,  that  the 
legacy  duty  is  chargeable  upon  this  property;  because,  in 
point  of  fact,  it  is  under  the  administration  of  the  execu- 
tor; and  though  he  is  not  bound,  in  order  to  get  at  it,  to 
take  out  a  probate  or  administration,  still  it  is  by  force  of 
the  interest  he  takes  under  his  testator's  will,  that  it  is  dis- 
posed of;  he  hands  it  over  to  the  legatee,  whether  be  is 
pecuniary  legatee  or  residuary  legatee;  it  is  by  force  of 
his  act  it  is  transferred  to  such  legatee,  and  it  is  the  very 
case  that  it  was  the  intention  of  this  act  to  fix  with  the 
duty.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  this  property  is  liable  to  the  legacy  duty. 


Baylfy,  B. — From  the  first  moment  I  knew  any  thing 
of  the  state  of  facts  in  this  case,  it  appeared  to  me  to  be 
a  case  perfectly  free  from  doubt.  It  is  the  case  of  a  will 
made  by  a  British  subject  domiciled  in  England,  and  it  is 
to  be  executed  by  an  English  executor,  and  to  operate 
upon  that  which,  throughout,  in  my  opinion,  is  English 
personal  property.  It  was  pressed  by  the  counsel,  that 
this  property  was  to  be  considered  as  being,  in  the  Coun- 
try in  which  it  was,  real  property.  There  is  nothing  in 
any  part  of  the  aflSdavits  to  shew  that  such  was  the  charac- 
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Icr  that  properly  belonged  to  it,  but  Bome  reliance  was       ^^fSSJf^ 
placed  upon  a  supposed  analogy  between  the  case  of  this     >«...^^^i.^ 
property  and  property  in  the  English  fiinds ;  which,  in     ^»  ^<  Ewiic. 
the  creation  of  those  funds,  might  originally  be  considered 
as  being  real  property,  and  descendible  to  the  heir,  but 
which,  very  soon  afterwards,  was  considered  to  be  person- 
al property,  and  not  descendible  to  the  heir,  but  to  go  as 
personal  property  would  go.     Does  it  follow,  because  the 
English  funds  were  originally  considered  as  real  property, 
that  the  French  and  American  and  Russian  funds  were 
also  so  considered  t     It  would  be  for  the  party  who  in- 
sists that  this  is  the  character  which  belongs  to  the  pro« 
perty  in  question,  and  who  ought  to  know  the  charac- 
ter of  the  property  of  which  he  is  the  owner,  to  shew 
that  such  was  the  character  of  this  property.     But  the 
circumstances  mentioned  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  namely, 
that  the  name  of  the  executor  was  suffered  to  be  intro- 
duced in  the  books,  that  the  executor  was  suffered  to  deal 
with  the  fund,  and  that  his  directions  were  followed  as  to 
the  dividends,  satisfy  my  mind  that  this  is  to  be  consider- 
ed as  personal  property  in  the  place  where  it  is  payable; 
and  that,  consequently,  we  are  not  warranted  in  considering 
this  as  being  real  estate.     If  it  is  not  real  estate,  it  is  per- 
sonal estate;  and  if  it  is  personal  estate,  is  it  in  any  re- 
spect to  be  considered  different  from  personal  property 
abiding  in  this  country  ?  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the 
amount,  when  you  are  receiving  the  dividends,  will  be 
payable  in  the  place  in  which,  by  the-constitution  of  these 
fimdrt,  the  dividends  are  payable,  and  that  will  be  America, 
Paris,  or  Petersburg!^    But  you  are  not  to  look  at  the 
place  where  the  thing  is  payable  or  transferable,   but 
when  once  you  have  ascertained  that  it  is  personal  estate, 
then  you  are  to  ascertain  what  are  the  rules  of  law  with 
regard  to  personal  estate;  that  personal  estate  being  at 
the  time  not  locally  in  this  kingdom,  but  being  at  the  time 
locally  situated  abroad. 

m2 
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tUuenut^  Now,  what  is  the  rule  with  respect  to  it?     It  is  clears 

^  '  ->  from  the  authority  o(  Bruce  v«  Bruce  {a),  and  the  case  of 
Jh  re  EwiN,  Som^rville  v.  Somercillef  that  the  rule  is,  that  personal 
property  follows  the  person,  and  it  is  not,  in  any  respect, 
to  be  regulated  by  the  situs;  and  if,  in  any  instances,  the 
situs  has  been  adopted  as  the  rule  by  which  the  property 
is  to  be  governed,  and  the  lex  loci  rei  siia  resorted  to^ 
it  has  been  improperly  done.  Wherever  the  domicile  of 
the  proprietor  is,  there  the  property  is  to  be  considered 
as  situate;  and,  in  the  case  of  SomerviUe  v.  SomertAUe^ 
which  was  n  case  in  which  there  was  stock  in  the  funds  of 
this  country,  which  were  at  least  as  far  local  as  any  of  the 
stocks  mentioned  in  this  case  are  local,  there  was  a  quea* 
tion  whether  the  succession  to  that  property  should  be 
regulated  by  the  EngUsh  or  by  the  Scotch  rules  of  suc- 
cession. The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that 
the  proper  domicile  of  the  party  was  in  Scotland.  And 
having  ascertained  that,  the  conclusion  which  he  drew 
was,  that  the  property  in  the  EngUsh  funds  was  to  be 
regulated  by  the  Scotch  mode  of  succession;  and  if  the 
executor  had,  as  he  no  doubt  would  have,  the  power  of 
reducing  the  property  into  his  own  possession,  and  put- 
ting the  amount  into  his  own  pocket,  it  would  be  distribut- 
ed by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  party  was  do- 
miciled. Personal  property  is  always  liable  to  be  trans* 
ferred,  wherever  it  may  happen  to  be,  by  the  act  of  the 
party  to  whom  that  property  belongs ;  and  there  are  au* 
ihorities  that  ascertain  this  point,  which  bears  by  analogy 
on  this  case,  namely,  that  if  a  trader  in  England  becomes 
bankrupt,  having  that  which  is  personal  property,  debts, 
or  other  personal  property,  due  to  him  abroad,  the  assign- 
ment under  the  commission  of  bankrupt  operates  upon  the 
property,  and  eflfectually  transfers  it,  at  least  as  against 
all  those  persons  who  owe  obedience  to  these  bankrupt 

(a)  2  Boi.  &  Pul.  229  (n). 
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laws,  the  subjects  of  this  country.    In  this  case,  therefore,       Hevenue, 
it  appears  to  be  clear,  that  this  is  to  be  considered  as  being  ^ 

English  personal  property.  Why,  then,  if  it  is  English  lureEwm. 
personal  property,  reducible  by  an  English  executor  into 
possessirn,  so  that  he  may  have  it  in  its  full  value  in  thid 
country,  is  not  the  legacy  duty  to  attach  upon  it?  It  was 
put  in  a  strong  way  to  illustrate  the  argument  by  the  At« 
tomey-General,  that  if  there  had  been  a  deficiency  of  as-" 
sets  in  this  country  to  meet  the  debts  of  the  testator,  it 
would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  executor  to  have  sold 
this  property,  and  to  have  brought  it  bodily  into  this- 
country,  as  that  which  was  to  be  resorted  to;  and  that  it 
would  have  been  a  devastavit  if  he  had  not  adopted  that 
plan  if  there  were  debts. 

Then,  if  it  has  the  character  of  English  property,  can 
there  be  any  doubt  but  that  it  falls  within  this  rule  that 
attaches  upon  all  legacies  and  all  successions  to  personal 
or  moveable  estate.  The  rule,  as  to  probates,  has  been 
pressed  upon  our  consideration,  and  the  difference  between 
those  things  bona  notabiliaj  and  those  things  not  bona 
notabilia.  The  question  as  to  bonum  notabile  is  essential 
only  to  ascertain  the  situs  of  the  property,  and  to  ascer- 
tain,  with  regard  to  the  probate,  out  of  what  limits  the 
power  that  is  to  clothe  the  executor  with  the  means  of  act- 
ing upon  it,  shall  issue,  and  it  is  bonum  notabile  in  one 
place  or  another  according  to  its  situs.  But  Bruce  v.  Bruce 
decides  that  the  situs  determines  nothing  in  a  case  like  the 
present,  for  the  executor  has  the  power  of  removing  the  pro« 
perty  from  its  situs^  and  getting  it  into  his  own  country. 
Now,  the  probate  duty  is  only  with  reference  to  the  situs  of 
the  property  within  the  limit  of  the  probate.  In  the  course 
of  the  argument,  the  case  was  put  of  a  York  administration 
and  a  Canterbury  administration.  The  duty,  with  refer- 
ence to  those,  will  be  regulated  by  the  amount  of  proper- 
ty in  each  of  those  dioceses,  but,  if  there  is  other  property 
not  in  those  dioceses,  but  property  abroad,  with  reference 


I5S 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 


Reifentie,  to  which  thcre  may  be  no  probate  essential,  or  with  nsp- 
v^.^^^!^  spect  to  which,  the  only  probate  will  be  the  probate  be- 
/iir«£wiN.  longing  to  that  country,  that  will  not  be  taken  into  the 
amount  of  duty  paid,  either  upon  the  Canterbury  adminis- 
tration or  the  York  administration.  The  cases  referred  to 
of  Logan  v.  FairHe,  and  Hay  ▼.  Fairlie  do  not  seem  to  me 
to  bear  upon  the  present  question,  because,  there  the  party 
was  not  domiciled  within  the  limits,  within  which  the  duties 
referred  to  by  this  act  of  Parliament  attach.  In  each  of 
those  cases  the  party  was  resident  in  India.  It  is  quite  clear, 
when  you  come  to  look  at  the  legacy  acts,  that  they  are 
co-extensive  with  the  limits  of  this  kingdom,  and  this  king- 
dom only,  and  do  not  extend  to  the  territorial  possessions 
of  the  Crown  in  India.  Therefore,  in  neither  of  those 
cases  did  the  question  arise,  whether  the  legacy  duty  was 
payable  upon  the  whole  of  the  property  the  testator  left* 
It  appears  to  me  there  is  a  plain  distinction  between  those 
eases  and  the  present  ease,  because  those  were  cases  where 
the  party  was  domiciled  in  India,  not  having  a  domicile  in 
die  limits  within  which  thiaact  applies;  but  the  present  is 
a  case  of  a  man  having  an  English  domicile,  all  whose 
property  c^  this  description  is  considered  English  personal 
property. 

Garbow,  B*,  and  Yauguan,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  (a)* 


(a)  Aa  tt>  tbe  distinction  between- 
the  grant  of  probate,  which  is  re- 
gulated by  the  siHu  of  the  bona  no- 
iabilia,  and  the  distribution  of  the 


property,  which  depends  upon  the 
domicile  of  the  deceased,  see  t 
Wms.  Saund.  275,  n.  (a),  hyPatU' 
ton  Sf  Wms.. 
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Revenue, 
1830. 

The  Attorney-General  v.  Key  and  Others. 

I  HIS    was   an  infonnation  for    penalties.     The    first  An  informatiou 
count  charged,  that  the  defendants  did  knowingly  harbour,  g^d"  iiabu% 
keep,  and  conceal,  certain  goods  liable  to  the  payment  of  ^^J^^^l^l  ^ 
duty  on  the  importation  thereof,  which  had  then  and  there  ported  by  evi- 
been  imported  and  illegally  unshipped,  the  duties  thereon  bouring  goods, 
not  having  been  first  paid  or  secured,  that  is  to  say,  ^no^fihepack- 
SOOlbs.  weight  of  tobacco,  &c.,  and  400  gallons  of  foreign  •««* »"  ^*»*<^** 

®  .  the  goods  arc 

Geneta  and  brandy,  whereby,  &c. ;  concluding  for   the  imported,  are 
penalty.     The  information  also  contained  other  counts,  ^'  '    '  ' 
upon  which  no  question  arose. 

At  the  trial,  before  Alexander^  L.  C.  B.,  the  Jury  found 
a  special  verdict  upon  the  first  count  to  the  following  ef- 
fect: that  the  defendants  imported  into  the  united  kingdom 
the  said  tobacco  in  that  count  mentioned,  in  packages  con- 
taining ^Slfts.  weight  each  and  no  more,  which  packages 
were  not,  at  the  time  the  same  were  so  imported  as  afore- 
said, packed  in  any  outward  package,^  containing  4f50lbs. 
weight  at  the  least;  and  the  Geneva  and  brandy  in  that 
count  mentioned,  in  casks  containing  four  gallons  each,  and 
no  more;  and  that  the  same  were  not  imported  into  the 
united  kingdom,  to  be  legally  deposited  or  warehoused  for 
exportation;  and  that  the  defendants  did  knowingly  keep 
and  conceal  the  said  goods  so  imported,  &c.,  in  the  terms  of 
the  first  count  of  the  information.  They  found  for  the  de- 
fendants upon  the  other  counts  of  the  information. 

Upon  this  finding,  the  question  was,  whether  the  goods 
were  not  absolutely  prohibited  in  consequence  of  the 
quantities  in  which  they  were  imported ;  and,  therefore, 
whether  the  infonnation  was  supported  by  the  finding,  the 
statute  upon  which  it  was  founded,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  108,' 
s.  45,  applying  in  the  alternative  to  goods  for  which  the 
duties  had  not  been  paid,  or  to  goods  prohibited. 
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Bfie»nr^  Walton,  iTor  the  Crown,  contended,  that,  although  goods 

s^.^^ /  in  such  quantities  were  included  in  the  list  of  prohibitions 

Axr.  Gen.  in  the  Statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.   107,  s.  52,  the  impoptation 

Key^  thereof  was  only  prohibited  sub  modo,  and  not  absolutely* 

John  Jcrvis,  contra,  insisted^  that  that  clause  operated 
as  an  absolute  prohibition,  and  relied  upon  the  statute 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  107>  s.  128,  by  which  all  goods>  the  importa- 
tion of  which  Ls  restricted,  ''  on  account  of  the  packages/* 
&c»,  shall  be  deemed  prohibited  goods. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Ali  XANDER,  L.  C.  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — This  was  an  information  for  penalties,  for 
harbouring  and  concealing  smuggled  goods.  The  first 
count  averred^  that  the  defendants  harboured  and  conceal- 
ed certain  goods  liable  to  the  payment  of  certain  duties  on 
the  importation  thereof,  which  had  then  and  there  been  tm^ 
ported  and  illegally  unsi tipped »  the  duties  thereon  not 
having  -been  first  paid  or  secured.  The  goods  are  stat- 
ed to  be  500lbs.  of  tobacco,  and  400  gallons  of  foreign 
brandy,  and  400  gallons  of  foreign  Geneva.  The  penalty, 
the  Crown  having  used  the  option  given  to  them  by  the 
act^  is  the  treble  value.  There  were  several  other  counts. 
The  Jury  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  issue  joined  on 
all  the  counts  except  the  first;  on  the  first  they  found  a 
special  verdict  to  this  effect — that  the  said  defendants,  on 
the  day  and  year  in  the  said  first  count  of  the  said  infor- 
mation in  that  behalf  alleged,  imported  into  the  united 
kingdom  the  said  tobacco  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned, in  packages  containing  2Slbs.  weight  each,  and  no 
more;  and  that  the  said  defendants  imported  into  the 
united  kingdom  foreign  brandy  and  foreign  Geneva^  in 
the  said  first  count  of  the  said  information  mentioned,  in 
casks  containing  four  gallons  each,  and  no  more;  and 
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that  the  said  tobaccOj  foreign  brandy,  and  foreign  Geneva,  Jtevenue^ 
in  that  count  witbiu  mentioned,  were  not  imported  into 
the  united  kingdom,  to  be  legally  deposited  or  warehous- 
ed for  exportation;  and  that  the  said  defendants  did 
knowingly  harbour,  keep,  and  conceal,  and  did  knowing- 
ly permit  and  suffer  to  be  harboured,  kept,  and  concealed, 
the  said  goods  in  the  said  first  count  of  the  said  informa- 
tion mentioned,  at  the  same  time  and  place  in  that  behalf 
within  mentioned,  they,  the  said  defendants,  at  the  said 
time  when  they  so  harboured,  kept,  and  concealed  the  same 
goods,  weH  knowing  that  the  same  had  been  imported 
and  unshipped  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  in  this 
kingdom,  without  any  duties  thereon  having  been  first 
paid  or  secured."  There  is  no  doubt,  therefore,  of  the 
defendant's  harbouring  and  concealing  run  goods. 

The  objection  to  the  information,  and  to  the  recovery 
by  the  Crown,  is,  that  the  goods  in  the  state  in  which  they 
are  represented  in  the  special  verdict  to  have  been  im- 
ported, are  absolutely  prohibited  and  forfeited;  whereas, 
the  averment  in  the  information  is,  that  they  were  liable 
to  duties;  aiid  the  offence  stated  is,  having  imported  them 
without  having  paid  those  duties. 

The  provisions  on  this  subject  are  contained  in  the 
act  of  6  Geo,  4,  c.  107.  The  52nd  section  of  this  act 
contains  the  prohibition  against  the  importation  of  certain 
goods,  and  restrictions  on  the  importation  of  others.  The 
goods,  so  prohibited,  and  so  restricted,  are  detailed  and 
specified  in  lists,  which  are  found  in  the  body  of  the  act; 
in  which  lists  of  restrictions  are  the  following: — certain 
spirits,  (among  which  are  the  spirits  referred  to  in  this  in- 
formation), unless  in  casks  containing  not  less  than  forty 
gallons,  or  in  cases  containing  not  less  than  three  dozen 
reputed  quart  bottles.  Then,  as  to  tobacco — among  the 
restrictions  is,  tobacco,  except  from  the  East  Indies^  in 
hogsheads,  casks,  chests,  or  cases,  of  4d0/6«.  weight;  then, 
in  a  subsequent  clause,  namely  the  128th  clausei  it  is  pro* 
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vided,  '^  that  all  goods,  the  importation  of  which  is  re* 
stricted  on  account  of  the  packages,  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  prohibited  goods.'* 

Now,  the  information  describes  these  goods,  which  the 
act  says  shall  be  prohibited,  as  goods  which  may  be  im- 
ported on  paying  duty,  and  the  complaint  is,  that  they 
had  been  imported  without  paying  or  securing  the  duty. 

It  is  said  that  the  Crown  cannot  know  in  what  pack- 
ages they  were  imported;  this  is  true:  primd  facie,  they 
would  be  deemed  to  have  been  imported  in  the  packages 
in  which  they  were  found.  But  all  difficulties  would  be 
obviated  by  inserting  a  double  set  of  counts.  There  is 
some  inconvenience  in  this,  and  some  expense;  but  we 
think  that  that  inconvenience  and  that  expense  would  not 
warrant  us  in  sustaining  the  conviction  for  one  offence 
upon  an  information  charging  another.  Therefore  we 
think  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Bxch.  qf  Pietu,  MoROAN  and  Another  v.  Jonbs. 

An  invtrument  ASSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  contained  two  special 

ll!l!f  f?"?*l""*  counts;  the  one  stated,  that,  in  consideration  the  plain- 

terms,  •  nine  '                                    '                                                                ^ 

years  after  the  tiffs,  at  the  Special  instance,  &c.,  would  lend  the  defend- 

date  hereof,  I 

promise  to  pay  ant  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  75/.,  the  defendant 

cJ&c!I  luh""  pjfonaised  to  pay  them  the  sum  of  75/.  with  interest,  nine 

*rovwJd*D*Af  y^**^  "^'®'  August  1,  1820,  provided  one  David  Morgan 

fehaii  not  return  should  not  rcium  to  England,  or  Ms  death  be  duly  certi^ 

hUdeath'be^'  ^ed  in  the  mean  time.    The  count  then  averred,  that  the 

fhimwnSme!"  p'ain^^iffs  ^id  advance  the  sum  of  75/.,  and  negatived  the 

is  no  evidence  above  proviso.     Breach — that  defendant  had  not  paid  the 

of  money  lent 

either  on  a  spe-  75/.     The  Other   special  count  was  similar,  but  stated 

Jw  wunf'"^"  the  consideration  to  be,  that  th6  plaintiffs  would  suffer 
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the  defendant  to  receive  75/.  then  in  the  hands  of  David  E*ch.  0/  Pleas, 
,  1830. 

Jones, 

The  declaration  also  contained  a  count  for  interest,  the 
common  money  counts,  and  one  upon  an  account  stated 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant.  Pleas — General 
issue,  and  statute  of  limitations. 

At  the  trial,  before  Goulburn,  J.,  at  the  last  Summer 
Great  Sessions  for  the  county  of  Carmarthen^  the  plain- 
tiffs, in  support  of  their  case,  produced  the  following  in- 
strument— 

^*  Nine  years  after  the  date  hereof,  I,  Stephen  Jones, 
(the  defendant),  of  &c.,  maltster,  do  hereby  promise  to 
pay  to  John  Morgan  and  Samuel  Morgan^  (the  plaintiffs), 
the  sum  of  75/.,  with  lawful  interest,  provided  David 
Morgan,  the  brother  of  the  said  c/«  Morgan  and  S.  Mor* 
gan,  shall  not  return  to  England,  or  his  death  be  duly 
certified  in  the  mean  time;  for  value  received.  Dated 
the  24th  day  o{  August,  1820. 

(Signed)         **  Stephen  Jones.'* 

The  plaintiffs  proved  the  execution  of  this  instrument 
by  calling  the  attesting  witness,  and  then  called  the  uncle 
of  David  Morgan,-  who  proved  that  his  nephew  had  left 
England  twenty-^five  years  ago,  and  had  never  been  heard 
of  since. 

On  the  behalf  of  the  defendant  it  was  objected,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  support  either  the  special  or 
any  of  the  common  counts.  As  to  the  former,  the  consi- 
deration averred  was  not  proved ;  and  as  to  the  latter,  the 
note  or  instrument  produced  could  only  be  enforced  by  a 
special  declaration  upon  it.  The  learned  Judge  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  objection  was  well  founded,  and  non- 
suited the  plaintiffs,  but  gave  their  counsel  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  75/.,  and  interest  from  the  date  of 
the  instrument.     Accordingly — 
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^**i»^'**^'       -B«»*^/?,  Serjt,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  that  purpose* 

Against  which — 

72.  F.  Richards  and  E.  V.  Williams  now  shewed 
cause. — ^The  plaintiffs  having  entirely  failed  to  prove 
the  averments  of  the  consideration  in  the  special  counts, 
the  only  question  is — whether  the  instrument  they  pro- 
duced will  maintain  any  of  the  common  counts.  If  it  is 
to  be  urged,  that  the  count,  upon  an  account  stated, 
may  be  so  supported,  then  the  statute  of  limitations  is  an 
answer;  because,  the  only  proof  of  any  statement  of  ac* 
count  is  what  took  place  when  the  instrument  was  drawn. 
Besides,  it  is  not  allowable  to  apply  such  a  special  agree* 
ment  as  the  one  in  question  to  a  common  indebitaius  as-< 
sumpsit.  There  is  no  instance  of  the  plaintiff  being  allow- 
ed to  rely  on  a  contract  which  depends  on  a  contingen* 
cy,  on  any  but  a  special  count*  The  agreement  in  this 
case  is  an  agreement  in  the  nature  of  a  wager;  for,  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  be  entitled  or  not,  depends  upon  a  mat- 
ter of  chance.  Now,  it  has  been  often  decided,  that  a 
pUintiff  cannot  enforce  a  wager  under  the  common  counts. 
Bavey  v.  Castlemania)^  Hard's  case  (6),  Walker  v.  Walk^ 
er  (c),  Leaves  v.  Reinard  {d).  This  contract  is,  in  its  na- 
ture, in  no  way  different  from  a  contract  of  insurance,  and 
no  one  ever  attempted  to  recover  on  a  policy  under  the 
common  counts. 

But  it  will  be  urged,  that  the  instrument  is  admissible 
under  the  count  for  money  lent,  because  it  imports  to  be 
for  "  value  received."  Now,  it  may  be  conceded,  that,  if 
this  had  been  a  promissory  note,  payable  nine  years  after 
date,  it  would  have  been  evidence  to  support  that  count; 
but  this  is  clearly  not  a  promissory  note;  it  is  not  declared 
upon  as  such,  but  as  an  agreement  dependent  on  a  con- 


(a)  Ld.  Raym.  69. 
(6)  1  Salk.  23. 


(c)  12  Mod.  78. 
{d)  5  Mod.  60. 
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tingency.     *^  Value  received^"  does  not,  in  such  a  eon-  Egeh*  of  PUms^ 

tract,  import  the  nature  of  the  value  received,  nor  the 

parties  from  whom  or  to  whom  it  passed ;  it  might  not 

have  been  in  money,  it  might  have  been  received  by  a 

third  party,  or  advanced  by  him.    Again,  it  might  be 

conceded,  that  if  this  had  been  a  promissory  note,  **  va* 

lue  received"  would  have  imported  value  to  an  amount 

corresponding  with  the  sum  the  note  promises  to  pay, 

because  the  law  will  presume  against  usury ;  but  where 

the  payment  under  an  agreement  depends,  as  here,  on  a 

contingency,  no  such  correspondence  can  be  presumed^ 

inasmuch  as  the  value  received  will  necessarily  vary  with 

the  probability  of  the  contingency,  and  will  be  greater  or 

less,  according  as  the  probability  of  the  event  happening 

is  less  or  greater;  therefore,  the  words  **  value  received** 

do  not  in  this  case  import  a  definite  amount,  as  in  the 

case  of  a  promissory  note. 

Russellf  Serjeant,  and  John  Evans,  contra. — The  first  spe- 
cial count  was  proved,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  re- 
cover on  the  count  for  money  lent,  or  on  that  on  an  account 
stated*  If  there  was  any  evidence  of  money  lent,  the  plain- 
tifi  were  clearly  entitled  to  recover.  It  may  be  conceded, 
that  the  present  instrument  is  not  a  promissory  note,  for  it 
IB  payable  on  a  contingency;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the 
principle  of  giving  a  promissory  note  in  evidence,  upon  the 
common  counts,  where  there  is  a  variance  on  the  special 
counts,  is  applicable  to  this  case.  In  a  book  (a)  of  very 
great  authority  on  this  subject,  the  principle  is  stated  in 
this  manner — '^  A  bill  is  primd/acie  evidence  of  money 
lent  by  the  payee  to  the  drawer ;  and  a  note,  of  money  lent 
by  the  payee  to  the  maker;  and  each,  consequently,  of  mo- 
ney had  and  received  by  the  drawer  or  maker  to  the  use 

(a)  Baylcy  on  Bills,  186. 


166  CASISS  IN  THB  EXGHEQUEK, 

Szeh,  of  Pisat,  of  tbe  holder,  and  of  money  paid  by  the  holder  to  the  use 

of  the  drawer  or  maker.**  In  a  note  to  the  above  passage 
it  is  stated,  that  Holt,  C.  J  (a),  expressed  his  disapproba* 
tion  of  declaring  upon  promissory  notes,  (before  the  statute 
of^iin^),  as  if  they  were  within  the  custom  of  merchants; 
and  assigned  as  a  reason,  "  because  there  was  so  easy  a 
method  to  declare  upon  a  general  indebitatus  count,  for 
money  lent/*  The  same  was  laid  down  in  12  Mod.  380; 
and,  in  Bur.  1525,  Lord  Mansfield  says — '*  1  do  not  find 
it  any  where  disputed,  that  an  action  upon  an  indebitatus 
assumpsit,  generally,  for  money  lent,  might  be  brought  on  a 
note  payable  to  one  or  order.**  In  PhiUipps  on  Evidence{b)f 
after  stating  the  above  doctrine,  it  is  said,  ^'  the  note  it- 
self, as  between  these  original  parties,  is  evidence  of  mo- 
ney lent,  and  is  admissible  as  a  paper  or  writing  to  prove 
the  defendant*s  receipt  of  so  much  money.  It  was  admis- 
sible in  this  point  of  view  before  the  stat.  of  3  &  4  Ann.  c. 
9,  which  enabled  the  plaintiff  to  declare  upon  the  note ; 
and  that  statute  did  not  alter  the  rule,  but  supplied  only  an 
additional  concurrent  remedy.'*  It  appears,  therefore,  that, 
before  the  statute  of  Anne,  the  instruments  which,  by 
that  statute,  have  become  negotiable  promissory  notes, 
need  not  have  been  specially  declared  on,  but  were  evi- 
dence of  money  lent  upon  the  common  money  counts.  Tbe 
circumstance,  therefore,  of  the  present  instrument  not 
having  the  essentials  of  a  note  under  the  statute,  can- 
not alter  the  rule  of  its  being  admissible  in  evidence, 
as  a  paper  or  writing  admitting  the  receipt  of  money. 
[Bafflei/f  B. — The  difference  between  this  and  an  ordi* 
nary  promissory  note  is,  that  the  latter  is  payable  at  all 
events  ;  and  therefore  it  implies  that  so  much  money  has 
been  lent ;  but  here,  as  it  is  only  payable  conditionally,  the 
presumption  does  not  arise;  because,  if  all  the  money  had 

(u)  Lord  Raym.  758.  (6)  2  Phill.  on  Ev.  10. 
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been  lent,  it  would  be  payable  at  all  events.    The  circum-   EjkH.  of  Pkat, 

1930* 
stance  that  it  is  not  to  be  paid  if  the  party  return/  would 

lead  to  the  inference  that  the  money  was  not  lent.     There 

is  not  even  a  provision  in  the  instrument,  that,  in  the  event 

of  2>.  Morgan's  return,  it  should  be  repaid  to  any  other 

person].    Bishop  v.  Young  (a),  is  an  authority  to  shew  that 

the  words  **  value  received*'  import  a  consideration,  and  that 

debt  will  lie  on  a  note  containing  those  words.     Here,  the 

promise  is  to  pay,  with  lawful  interest,  for  value  received. 

These  words  clearly  raise  a  ptimd  facie  presumption,  that 

the  consideration  was  money  lent. 


Baylet,  B. — This  seems  to  me  to  be  a  case  of  no  dif- 
ficulty. The  declaration  contains  special  counts  on  a  con- 
sideration of  money  lent,  and  a  count  for  money  lent,  and 
one  upon  an  account  stated.  If  there  were  no  evidence 
to  support  the  consideration  of  the  special  counts,  there 
was  none  to  maintain  the  common  count  for  money  lent. 
If  there  had  been  any  evidence  to  support  the  account 
stated,  a  difficulty  would  have  arisen  on  the  statute  of  li- 
mitations, which  would  probably  have  been  a  bar;  for 
there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  evidence  of  an  ac- 
count having  been  stated  within  six  years;  but  I  do  not 
think  that  there  was  evidence  of  any  account  having  been 
stated  between  these  parties,  of  money  due  from  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiffs.  I  agree  with  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  with,  the  dicta 
of  Lord  Chief  Justice  HoU^  and  Lord  Mansjield,  that  an 
ordinary  promissory  note  is  evidence  of  money  lent  as  be- 
tween the  payee  and  the  maker,  but  then  it  must  be  a 
promissory  note  payable  at  all  events.  In  such  cases, 
a  presumption  that  the  money  was  lent,  may  well  arise 
from  the  promise  to  repay  it.  But  here,  the  money  is 
to  be  paid  on  a  contingency.     If  it  had  been  really  lent. 


(a)  2  Bos.  &  Pul.  80. 
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XmL  tf  Pleat,  why  should   the  repayment    be   conditional  ?     What  is 
1830.  . 

there  in  the  form  of  this  agreement  to  make  out  that 

money  was  lent  or  an  account  stated  of  money  due? 
It  is  an  agreement  to  pay  (not  at  all  events,  but  if  David 
Morgan  do  not  return,  or  his  death  be  duly  certified)  for 
▼alue  received,  and  with  lawful  interest.  It  might  be  value 
received  in  goods,  or  for  work  and  labour.  The  circum- 
stance of  its  being  for  value  received  would  not  justify  a 
Court  or  Jury  in  saying  that  it  was  given  for  money  lent. 
But  the  words  **  provided  David  Morgan  does  not  return 
to  England,  or  his  death  be  duly  certifi,ed,*'  raise  in  my 
mind  an  unanswerable  presumption  that  this  instrument 
was  not  given  for  money  lent,  but  for  some  other  consider- 
ation. In  the  absence  of  any  thing  which  would  justify  a 
Judge  in  directing  a  Jury  that  this  note  was  evidence  of 
money  lent,  or  a  Jury  iu  finding  that  the  money  had  been 
lent,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  nonsuit  was  right,  and  that 
this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

G ARROW,  B.,  concurred. 

Vaughan,  B» — The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  were  properly  nonsuited  at  the  trial.  Their 
allegation  was,  that  money  had  been  lent -> now,  what  did 
they  prove?  The  only  evidence  they  gave  was  the  proof  of 
the  instrument,  and  that  David  Morgan  did  not  return  to 
England*  It  is  said,  that,  as  between  the  maker  and  payee, 
the  note  was  evidence  of  money  lent.  In  any  case,  that 
only  raises  a  presumption,  which  is  liable  to  be  rebutted. 
It  appears  to  me,  that,  in  the  present  case,  it  is  impossible 
to  raise  such  a  presumption,  when  we  look  at  the  terms  of 
the  instrument,  which  is  only  for  the  payment  of  the  mo- 
ney, provided  David  Morgan  do  not  return,  or  his  death 
be  certified.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  this  rule 
should  be  discharged. 
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BoLLAND^  B. — I  agree  with  the  decision  and  reasoning  E*ch,  of  pimom, 
of  the  rest  of  the  Court,  and  shall  merely  notice  one  part  ^ 

of  the  case,  which  has  been  ingeniously  pressed  upon  us  Morqan 
by  Mr,  Evans.  He  argued,  that  an  instrument  of  this  de-  Jones. 
scription  was  evidence  before  the  statute  of  Anne,  upon 
the  money  counts,  and  that  it  did  not  therefore  require 
the  essentials  of  a  note  since  the  statute.  I  consider  that 
an  instrument  like  the  present  could  not,  at  any  time, 
have  supported  the  money  counts.  It  was  decided,  be- 
fore the  statute,  that  a  note  payable  on  a  contingency 
was  not  a  good  note  (a).  Long  before  the  statute,  the 
practice  had  prevailed  amongst  traders  of  sending  these 
instruments  into  the  world,  and  Courts  of  justice  en- 
tertained and  acted  upon  them.  They  stood  before  the 
statute  on  exactly  the  same  footing  as  at  present,  as  to 
being  evidence  on  the  money  counts.  When  Lord  Eldon, 
therefore,  spoke,  in  Bishop  v.  Youngs  of  notes  before  the 
statute,  he  must  be  considered  as  speaking  of  notes  as 
they  now  are,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  present  question. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  defendant  applied  for  costs  of  the  rule  under  the 
statute  5  Geo.  4,  c.  106,  the  record  being  out  of  the  Court 
of  Great  Sessions. 

Per  Curiam, — In  an  ordinary  case  they  would  be  costs 
in  the  cause.  There  is  no  reason  why  the  plaintiffs 
should  raise  the  point  at  the  expense  of  the  defendant. 
Let  the  rule  be  discharged  with  costs. 

(fl)  Peanon  v.  Garrett,  4  Mod.  242. 
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Bitch,  V  PUaif 

isao. 

^— — v-v^  Gill  r.  Lougher. 

M'hereanattor-  ASSUMPSIT  upon  an  attorney's  bill  for  costs  in  an  ac- 
w'ric  Ui\  fupe-  tion  in  this  Courts  at  the  suit  of  the  now  defendant,  against 
"^Z^llt^f   one  Adams,  to  recover  a  debt  under  40*. 

toe  recovery  oi  ' 

a  disruted  debt       At  the  trial,  before  Vaughan,  B.,  at  the  last  Summer  As- 
under 40<.  upon 
written  inttruc-  sizcs  for  the  couuty  ofDcvon,  it  was  objected  by  E.  Lowes, 

thc*ciient*but^  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  present  action  was  not 
brooghc  to  him    maintainable,  because  the  debt,  beins  under  40*.,  was  re- 

by  a  person  who  . 

was  intheiiabit  covcrablc  in  the  county  court;  and  this  Court  would  have 

of  collecting  ^   •  i  ^i  j- 

■mall  debts,  and  staiil  the  proceedings. 

actin*^r*aiior-       ^^^  learned  Judge  gave  leave  to  enter  a  nonsuit  upon 

niegi—Heid,      this  point,  and  E.  Lawes,  Serjt.,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule 

that  the  attor-       «        ,  i    .  i  i»  ^,,.  n 

ney  could  not '  for  that  purpose,  relying  upon  the  cases  oi  AUuon  v.  Ray- 
unTeril"we«'''  ^^^  («)>  Kennardy.  Jones  (i),  WeUingion  v.  Arters  (c),  and 
■hewn,  that,  be-  Stean  V.  Holmes  id).     And  he  contended,  that  it  was  the 

fore  suing  out  ' 

the  writ,  he       duty  of  the  attorney  to  have  advertised  his  client  of  the 

made  such  in-        .ii  •  i«  •«  i 

quiries  from  his  nsk  he  ran  m  proceeding  with  such  an  action. 

client  with  re- 
spect to  the 

claim  as  a  pru-  The  case  was  now  argued  by  Eraser,  for  the  plaintiff, 
ought  to  have  &nd  Serjt.  £•  Lavoes,  for  the  defendant.  But  it  not  appear- 
ing from  the  report  of  the  learned  Baron,  that  there  was 
any  evidence  that  the  debt  in  the  original  action  arose 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  inferior  Court,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  other  facts,  which  ap- 
peared from  the  report  of  the  learned  Baron,  and  which 
they  fully*  stated  in  delivering*  their  opinions. 

Bayley,  B. — This  was  an  application  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered  in 
the  original  action  was  under  AQs. ;  and,  therefore,  being 
recoverable  in  an  inferior  court,  that  the  attorney  did  not 

(fl)  7  B.  &  C.  441;   I  M.  &  R.  (c)  5  T.  R.  64. 

241.  (rf)  2  VVm.  Bla.  754. 

(6)  4  T.  R.  495. 
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do  his  duty  to  his  client  in  commencing  the  nction  in  a  £xch,  of  Pleat, 

superior  Coust,  without  having  fully  apprized  his  client  of 

the  consequences.     It  did  ,not  appear,  from  the  report  of 

-the  learned  Baron,  that  the  cau§e  of  action  arose  within 

the  limits  of  the  county  court,  and,  therefore^  there  was 

•no  ground  for  that  objection. 

On  reading  the  report,  another  point  occurred  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court ;  but  that  point  not  having  been  sav- 
ed at  the  trial,  the  Court  would  not  be  w.arranted  in  enter- 
ing a  nonsuit  on  that  ground :  still,  however,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  Court  to  do  that  which  the  facts  and  justice  of  the  case 
require.  T))is  is  an  action  for  an  attorney's  bill,  and  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Court,  in  such  a  case,  to  protect  the  client, 
when  it  appears  t}iat  the  justice  of  the  case  requires  that 
4ttch.  protection  should  be  given.  In  this  case,  it  appears 
that  Gidec^,  who  ,was  in  the  habit,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence, of  acting  for  attomies  and.  of  collecting  debts,  and 
had,  on  a  former  occasion,  collected  for  the  defendant  a 
debt  of  1/.  16«.,  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  get  in 
a  debt  of  1/.  18^.,  alleged  to  be  due  to  him  from  a  person  of 
the  name  of  Adatfis.  Adams  denied  the  debt,  upon  which 
Gideon  told  the  defenclant  that  his  only  remedy  was  to 
^ue  Adams  in  the  superior  Courts.  By  the  desire  of  the 
defendant,  Gideon  spoke  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  subject, 
and  he  also  was  of  opinion  that  the  defenclant  must  sue  in 
the  superior  Courts.  Afterwards,  at  the  instance  of  Gideon, 
the  defendant  signed  a  pap^r  addressed  to  the  plaintiff, 
desiring  him  to  issue  a  writ.  The  plaintiff  acted  on  that 
direction :  the  writ  was  sued  out ;  the  declaration  prepared; 
and  then  the  defead^^Pt  {Adams),  refusing  to  comprpmise 
the  action,,  the  suit  was  deterinined,  and  a  debt  of  $/.  and 
a  fraction  incurred,  for  which  the  present  action  was 
brought.  It  appears,  by  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant 
was  at  the  office  of  the  plaintiff,  but  there  is  no  ground 
to  believe,  that,  when  the  plaintiff  originally  sued  out  the 
writ,  he  had  had  any  personal  communication  with  the  de- 
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^'^'xqJ^^''*  fendant,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  appears  that  he  acted  up- 

on  the  written  authority  only.  I  do  not  say,  that  it  is  es- 
sential in  all  cases  that  an  attorney  should  see  his  client 
before  he  sues  out  a  writ;  there  may  be  instances  in  which 
a  personal  communication  may  he  impossible;  but  there 
may  also  be  cases  in  which  it  is  the  imperative  duty  of  the 
attorney  to  see  his  client  before  he  sues  out  a  writ.  Now, 
the  debt,  in  this  case,  is  very  small,  and  the  instructions  are 
received  through  a  person  not  competent,  in  contempla- 
tion of  law,  to  give  the  party  adequate  advice.  The  debt 
is  also  disputed  by  the  person  from  whom  it  is  claimed. 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  seems  to  me,  that,  consider- 
ing the  situation  in  which  Gideon  stood,  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  plaintiff  to  have  seen  the  client,  and  to  have  inquired 
whether  there  was  or  was  not  evidence  to  support  the 
case ;  and  if  he  took  upon  himself  to  act  merely  upon  the 
authority  handed  to  him  by  Gideon,  without  a  personal 
interview  with  the  client,  he  did  so  at  his  peril.  He  ought 
to  have  inquired  into  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
particularly,  the  debt  having  been  disputed,  be  ought  to 
have  inquired  by  what  means  the  debt  could  be  proved. 
Had  he  made  such  a  communication,  and  received  a  satis- 
factory answer,  it  might  have  been  sufficient ;  but,  with- 
out any  interview  with  his  client,  I  am  of  opinion  that  he 
acted  at  his  peril  in  suing  out  the  writ. 

There  are  some  cases  which,  although  they  do  not  go 
the  length  of  this  case,  afford  a  principle  whereon  the 
Court  should  act.  In  Ex  parte  Frhatton{a),  where  it  ap- 
peared that  an  attorney  and  a  person  who  stood  in  a  situ- 
ation similar  to  that  in  which  Gideon  appears  to  have 
stood,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  acting  together,  the  one  in 
getting  in  small  debts,  and  the  other  in  suing  for  them  un^- 
der  his  directions,  and  an  application  was  made  of  a  criminal 
nature  to  strike  the  attorney  off*  the  rolls,  the  Court  were 

(o)  5  B.  &  A.  824. 
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oF  opinion,  inasmuch  as  the  whole  profits  were  taken  by  Exch,  o/pieat, 
the  attorney,  that  the  case  was  not  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  of  Parliament  (a);  but  Lord  Tenierden  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  a  most  improper  practice,  and  said  dis- 
tinctly, that  '^  it  was  the  duty  of  an  attorney  to  communis 
cate  with  his  cHerits,  and  to  give  liis  attention  to  their  con- 
cerns." In  H'opkinson  v.  Smith  (6),  an  attorney  living  in 
one  place,  who  had  a  clerk  living  in  another,  with  the 
appearance  of  acting  as  a  principal,  and  from  time  to  time 
taking  instructions  from  different  clients,  brought  an  ac- 
tion for  a  bill  of  costs  incurred  in  proceedings  upon  in- 
structions so  taken  by  his  clerk;  and  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  was  of  opinion,  that  such  conduct  was  highly 
improper,  though  their  judgment  proceeded  partly  upon 
other  circumstances. 

No  man  can  doubt  what  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  was  in 
this  case.  The  debt  is  less  than  the  expense  of  suing  out 
the  writ.  If  the  client  had  been  present,  would  it  not 
have  been  the  bounden  duty  of  the  attorney  to  have  in- 
quired what  proof  he  had  of  the  debt  ?  No  such  inquiry 
was  made  before  the  writ  was  sued  out.  When  the  writ 
is  sued  out,  instructions  for  the  declaration  are  necessary, 
and  it  appears  by  the  bill  that  at  that  time  the  present 
plaintiff  was  totally  ignorant  of  the  cause  of  action.  The 
cause  proceeded  to  the  declaration,  and  then,  Adams  re- 
fusing to  refer,  the  suit  was  abandoned.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
Court,  with  a  view  to  protect  the  client,  not  to  suffer  the 
present  verdict  to  stand.  Therefore,  what  I  propose  is,  that 
there  should  either  be  a  stet  processus,  or,  if  the  plaintiff 
refuse  to  accede  to  that  arrangement,  that  it  should  be  re-* 
ferred  to  the  Master  to  say  whether,  at  the  time  of  suing  out 
the  writ  in  the  original  action,  the  plaintiff  had  made  those 
inquiries  from  the  client,  which  a  prudent,  cautious,  and 
properly  acting  attorney  ought  to  have  made,  in  justice 

Ui)  22  Geo.  2,  c.46,  s.  11.  (6)  1  Bing.  13;  7  B.  Moore,  23. 
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lUcJi.^PieoM,  and  honesty  to  his  client.     The  costs  of  this  action  would. 
1830.         .     i_.  . 

V — .^ /     in  this  eventy  abide  the  result  of  the  report  in  these  parti- 

GxLL         culars.     If  the  plaintiff  will  not  accede  to  either  of  these 

LouGiiEK.      propositions,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  should  be  a  new 

trial. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Jones  v.  Simpson  and  Derbyshire. 

A  notice  of  ac-     JL  RES  PASS  against  the  two  defendants,  a  magistrate 

magis^te  ^un-    **^^  Constable,  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment. 

derii  Geo.  2,         At  the  trial,  before  Park,  J.,  at  the  last  iS'ujgvmer  As- 

c  44,  IS  luffi- 

dent  to  warrant  sizes  for  the  county  of  Stafford,  it  appeared  that  the  no- 
cerdings  "gainst  ^^^^  ^^ action  against  the  defendant  Simpson,  the  magistrate, 
andTronsiabie  ^^^®^  ^^^^  ^^^  plaintiff  would  sue  out  a  writ  otguo  minus 
jointly.  against  him,  without  noticing  the  other  defendant.  Shortly 

was  given  to  the  after  the  month  (after  the  service  of  notice)  had  expired,  the 
•bove^nd  the  pl^i^^^iff  sued  out  a  quo  minus  against  the  defendant  Simp* 
piainiiff,  after      ^^n  alone,  which  he  in  a  few  days  abandoned,  and  then 

the  expiration  of  ,  ^ 

a  month,  sued  Commenced  the  present  action,  by  suing  out  a  quo  minus 
againsTthe  ma-  ^^S^^^s^  ^^^  ^^o  defendants.  A  verdict  passed  for  the 
and™f*  *'**"  d     pl^Jj^^^ffj  ^*th  leave  for  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a 

abandoned  that     nonsuit. 
writ,  and  sued 
out  another 

gSraSlStdw*"-  •  *"  *®  commencement  of  this  Term,  ratiittoiB  accord* 
stable  Jointly:—  ittffly  obtained  a  rule  nisi.     He  contended  that  the  notice 

Held,  that  the         ^®  -^  ^   .  ,       . 

notice  was  suffi-  of  separate  process  was  not  sufficient  to  maintain  an  action 
the"secon7writ,  commenced  by  joint  process;  and  he  distinguished  Agar 
fhcreu^******'"^  V.  Af organ  (a),  as  being  upon  an  act  of  Parliament  which  re- 
quired a  notice  of  action ;  whereas,  in  the  {^resent  case, 
notice  of  the  intended  writ  or  process  is  to  be  given,  ac- 
cording to  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in 

(«)  2  Price,  126. 
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Lovetaee  v.  Curry  (a).  H^  argued  that  the  authority  of  ^'*^\^^.^^^'* 
Bax  V.  Jones  (6)  wa^  not  to  be  relied  qn^  because  that 
case  proceed^  entirely  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of 
Agar  V.  Morgan,  and  the  circumstance  of  the  latter  case 
being  upon  a  difl^rent  act  of  Parlianrient  was  not  adverted 
to.  H^  contended}  also,  that  great  mischief  might  arise,  as, 
in  such  case,  the  magistrate  might  lose  his  opportunity  of 
making  a  tender,  as  he  might  very  likely  think  that  he  had 
a  good  defence  to  the  action  to  be  founded  on  the  first 
writ,  by  the  evidence  of  the  constable,  and  therefore, 
might  reasonably  refrain  fro^l  making  a  tender,  and  then 
his  expected  defence  would  be  taken  aw^y,  by  the  con- 
stable being  joined  in  the  second  action;  whereas,  if  he 
had  originally  hi^d  notice  of  a  jdlnt  action,  he  might  have 
tendered  amends,  knowing  that  he  could  not  prove  his 
defence  without  the  evidence  of  the  constable.  He  con- 
tended also,  that,  where  a  writ  bad  been  sqed  out  conform- 
ably with  the  qotice,  the  notice  became  fundus  officio^ 
anfi  then  there  was  no  notice  to  support  the  second  writ. 

C.  Phillips,  and  Whiicombe,  pow  shewed  causp.— The 
notice  in  this  case  contained  all  the  requisites  whiph  tlje 
statute  24  Geo.  2,  requires;  there  was  a  notice  in  writing 
of  the  intended  writ  or  process,  wjiich  notipe  ^Iso  ex- 
plained the  cause  of  action,  and  could  not  mislead  the 
magistrate,  in  the  m^pnicr  suggested,  as  ^1}  trespasses  are, 
in  their  nature,  joint  as  wpll  as  several.     But  there  are 
three  express  authorities  on  this  point.     Agar  v.  Morgan 
was  attempted   to  be  distinguished,  Ijecause  the  act  of 
Parliament  in  that  case  required  a  notice  of  the  cause  of 
action  pnly.     It  is  ^possible  to  say,  that  there  is  a  mis- 
descriptipn  ip  the  one  case  if  not  in  the  other.    If  no- 
ticp  of  a  several  cause  of  action  is  npt  a  misdescription  of 
a  jpjnt  cat^se  of  action,  can  it  be  said  that  notice  of  a  se- 

(«)  7  T.  R.  631 .  (^)  ^  Price,  168. 
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*^*iQa/*''*''  ^^^*^'  ^"t  or  process  is  a  misdescription  of  a  joint  writ  or 

prcK:ess?  Any  difficulties  as  to  tendering  amends  must  ap* 
ply  equally  to  both  cases.  It  is  to  be  observed  also,  that 
this  Court  in  Agar  v.  Morgan^  proceeded  on  the  ground  of 
the  law  being  as  now  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  with  regard  to  the  statute  S4  Geo.  2,  for  they 
adopted  the  reasoning  of  the  counsel  who  argued  from 
the  analogy  of  that  case  to  cases  of  notices  to  magis- 
trates, under  24  Geo,  2;  and  Mr.  Baron  Richards  says — 
'^  I  am  materially  guided  by  the  consideration,  that  a  con- 
stable may  be  joined  in  an^  action  against  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  (who  is  entitled,  under  24  Geo.  2,  to  notice  of  the 
writ  and  cause  of  action),  although  the  intention  of  join- 
ing the  constable  be  not  expressed  in  the  notice/*  Bcuc 
v«  Jones  is  also  an  express  authority ;  and  the  case  of 
Ferguson  v.  Sir  William  Addington  is  there  said,  by  Mr. 
Baron  Garrow,  to  have  decided  the  same  point.  Rob- 
son  y.  Spearman  (a)  is  also  an  authority;  for,  although 
the  objection  was  not  noticed  by  the  Court  in  their  judg- 
ment, it  was  distinctly  urged  by  counsel,  as  one  ground 
for  granting  a  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  which  the  Court 
refused. 

Russellf  Serjt.,  and  R,  V.  Richards^  in  support  of  the 
rule. — When  the  notice  was  followed,  immediately  after 
the  expiration  of  the  month,  by  a  writ,  in  conformity  with 
such  notice,  it  became  functus  officio,  and  could  not  af- 
terwards support  a  second  writ.  The  magistrate,  when 
the  first  writ  was  abandoned,  had  a  right  to  suppose  that 
the  plaintiff  intended  to  drop  his  proceedings,  and  had  no 
need  to  tender  amends.  If  the  plaintiff  could  sue  out  two, 
he  might  sue  out  any  number  of  writs  upon  one  notice. 
The  statute  intends,  that  every  writ  sued  out  should  be 
grounded  on  a  notice.     If  a   second   notice   had  been 

(a)  3  B.  Sc  A.  493. 
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given,  to  fvhich  the  magistrate  was  entitled,  to  support  the  Exch.  of  Pkas, 
second  writ,  he  would  probably  have  tendered  amends. 

Bayley,  B. — The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  un- 
der the  statute  24*  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  a  plaintiff  is  tied  down 
to  the  first  writ  which  he  sued  out  after  the  notice  of  ac« 
tion,  in  a  case  where  he  has  afterwards  sued  out  a  second 
writ  ejusdem  generis,  and  substantially  for  the  same  cause 
of  action;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  he  is  entitled  to  avail 
himself  of  such  second  writ,  provided  it  be  warranted  by 
the  notice.  The  statute  provides,  that  a  notice  in  writing 
shall  be  given  of  the  intended  writ  or  process,  in  which 
notice  shall  be  specified  the  cause  of  action.  Now,  what 
is  the  meaning  of  the  words  intended  writ  or  process?  It 
seems  to  me,  that,  if  the  writ  correspond  in  character  with 
that  which  is  described  by  the  notice,  it  is  such  a  writ  as 
the  party  may  proceed  upon,  notwithstanding  there  may 
have  been  a  prior  writ  sued  out;  and  I  think  that  the 
words,  intended  writ  or  process,  ought  not  to  be  construed 
toattach  themselves  to  any  one  individual  writ  only,  but  to 
one  of  the  nature  and  character  described  in  the  notice. 

It  has  been  objected,  that  the  right  of  tender  given  to 
the  magistrate  by  this  statute,  might  be  afiected  by  allow- 
ing the  plaintifl*  to  abandon  his  first  writ,  and  sue  out  a 
second^  but  the  defendant,  in  such  case,  has  every  benefit 
which  the  legislature  intended;  and  he  has  something 
more,  for  he  has  an  additional  opportunity  and  time.  The 
circumstance  of  there  being  two  writs,  deprives  the  party 
of  no  benefit,  but  enlarges  the  time  for  making  the  tender, 
and  in  my  mind,  it  would  be  a  narrow  construction  to 
hold,  that  the  intended  writ  or  process  means  the  writ  or 
process  first  sued  out.  We  ought  not  to  put  a  forced 
c<mstruction  upon  a  provision  which  goes  to  restrain  the 
general  right  which  a  plaintiff  has  to  sue;  for,  whenever 
an  act  of  Parliament  is  to  be  construed,  which  is  to  restrain 
such  general  right,  it  ought  to  be  construed  strictly,  though 
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Ejc€h.  of  pieait  not,  bowever^   in    such  ^  manner  as  to  contradipt  th$ 

spirit  of  the  statute* 

The  second  objection  which  has  been  made  is,  whe- 
ther, if  you  state  in  the  notice  your  intention  to  sue 
out  a  writ  against  a  magistrate,  you  are  at  Uberty  to 
sue  one  out  against  the  magistrate  and  constable  joint- 
ly. Finding  that  decided  in  no  leas  than  three  cases* 
I  think  that  it  is  not  a.  point  which  we  are  at  Uberty 
to  consider  as  open  to  discussion ;  I  say  three  caaes,  be- 
cause it  ia  impossible  to  distinguish  Agar  v.  Afor^on 
from  the  present  case.  If  a  cause  of  action  against 
one  is  no  less  a  cause  of  action  against  him  because 
it  is  a  joint  cause  of  action  against  him  and  another, 
then  a  writ  against  one  is  no  less  a  writ  against  him,  be- 
cause it  is  a  joint  writ  against  him  and  another.  Besides, 
in  that  case,  though  it  was  decided  on  a  different  act  of 
Parliament,  the  Court  illustrated  it,  and  their  judgment 
proceeded  on  the  analogy  to  cases  under  the  statute 
24  Geo,  2.  Then  comes  the  case  of  Bax  v.  Jones^  which 
is  distinctly  in  point.  The  next  case  is  Robson  v.  Spear- 
man,  in  which  the  Court  of  Kings  Bench  was  of  opinion, 
that  such  a  notice  was  sufficient.  \  therefore  think  that 
this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Garrow,  B. — In  the  case  in  5  Price^  the  Court  were 
called  upon  to  review  their  decision  in  Agar  v.  Alorgam, 
and  their  judgment  proceeded  upon  full  consideration. 

Vaughan,  B.— The  question  is,  whether  this  act  of 
ParUament  has  been  complied  with.  The  act  requires  a 
notice  in  writing,  of  the  intended  writ  or  process,  and  of 
the  cause  of  action.  In  looking  over  the  cases  on  this 
subject,  I  cannot  help  expressing  my  opinion  that  the  re- 
finement in  favour  of  magistrates  in  some  of  those  cases 
has  been  pushed  to  an  extent  beyond  what  a  reasonable 
construction  of  the  statute  requires.     The  act  was  noieant 
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for  the  protection  of  public  functionaries^  but  we  must  ^E*©*.  pf  Pt*^ 
take  care  that  justice  be  not  entangled  by  the  very  nice 
distinctions  on  this  subject.  All  trespasses  are  in  their 
nature  joint  as  well  as  several,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
this  notice  to  require  the  action  to  be  separate,  or  to  mis- 
lead the  magistrate  in  this  respect.  In  principle  and  rea- 
soning, the  case  of  Agar  v.  Morgan  is  precisely  similar 
to  the  present.  Bax  v.  Jones  is  in  point;  and  in  Robson 
V.  Spearman  this  point  was  distinctly  taken  at  the  bar,  and 
the  Court  refused  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  though  they  did 
not  notice  it  in  their  judgment.  On  principle,  authority, 
and  common  sense,  I  think  that  the  act  of  Parliament  has 
been  complied  with  by  the  notice  in  question,  and  that  this 
rule  must  be  discharged. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  perfectly  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged.  In  Robson  v. 
Spearmanf  it  appears  that  counsel  distinctly  put  the  very 
point,  and  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  called  to  it;  and 
though  they  did  not  find  it  necessary  to  advert  to  it  in 
their  judgment,  they  must  have  taken  it,  as  well  as  the 
other  points  in  the  case,  into  their  consideration.  But 
the  other  cases  proceeded  on  full  argument.  For  the 
reasons  given  by  my  learned  brothers,  and  on  the  ground 
that  the  cases  cited  have  decided  the  point  in  question, 
I  fully  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  thinking,  that 
this  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Bxch.  of  PUm, 
1830. 


Begbie  9.  Levi. 


wdorby°anV  ASSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a 

donee  against  bill  of  exchange,  dated  27th  December,  IS29.   At  the  trial, 

Tbmofex'^  before  Alexander  y  C.  B.,  at  the  Sittings  after  Ectster  Term, 

^care?tha'Ae  ^^^  plaintiff  having  proved  the  bill,  it  was  objected  that 

bill  was  draum  the  bill  was  void,  bccause  it  was  dated  on  a  Sunday •  The 

on  a  Sunday  .*-— 

Held,  that  the    Lord  Chief  Baron  saved  the  point;  and 

bill  was  not 
void  under  the 

Stat.  29  Car.  2,       Plati  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  for  a  nonsuit  or  new 

trial,  relying  upon  the  cases  of  Fennell  v.  Riddler  (a)  and 
Smith  V.  Sparrow  {b),  which,  he  contended,  had  overruled 
the  case  of  Drury  v.  Defoniaine  (c). 

Chilton  shewed  cause,  and  insisted  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  bill  was  accepted  on  a  Sunday,  or  that 
it  was  made  in  the  ordinary  calling  of  the  party,  and  he 
relied  upon  the  cases  of  Drury  v.  De/ontaine,  Bloxsome 
V.  Williams  (rf),  Sandiman  v.  Breach  (e),  R.  v.  Whit- 
nash  (/),  and  fVilliams  v.  Paul{g). 

Piatt  was  heard  in  support  of  his  rule. 

Cur.  adv.  vuli, 

Garrow,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court: 
— This  case  was  argued  before  my  brother  Bayley  came 
into  this  Court,  and  I  have  the  authority  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  to  say,  tlmt  he  concurs  in  the  judgment  I  am  now 
about  to  deliver.    The  plaintiff  declared  upon  a  bill  of  ex- 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  406;  8  D.  &  R.  (</)  3  B.  &  C.  232;  5  D.  &  R. 

204.  82. 

(h)  4  Sing.  84;  12  B.  Moore,  (e)  7  B.  &C.96. 

266.  U) 7  B. & C. 596 ;  1  M. & R. 452. 

(c)  1  Taunt.  131.  {g)  6  Bing.  653. 
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change,  drawn  on  the  27th  December,  1829,  by  John-  Exch,  of  Piem, 

1830 
ston  upon  the  defendant,  payable  three  months  after  date,  '  ^ 

to  the  order  of  the  drawer  for  18/.,  and  accepted  by  the  de-  Begbi£ 
fendant.  The  declaration  stated  an  indorsement  by  John^  ]^^y',^ 
sion  to  one  Richard  Day,  and  by  Richard  Day  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  declaration  contained  the  usual  money 
counts,  and  an  account  stated.  To  this,  the  defendant 
pleaded  non  assumpsit.  The  cause  was  tried  before  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  the  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 

This  cause  comes  before  us  upon  a  rule  obtained  by  the 
defendant,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why 
the  verdict  found  for  him  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a 
nonsuit  entered.  The  defendant  grounds  his  application 
upon  the  statute  29  Car.  2,  c.  7,  and  contends,  that  the 
bill  is  void,  as  it  bears  date  27th  December,  1829,  which, 
in  that  year,  was  Sunday.  By  the  statute  relied  upon,  it 
is  enacted — **  For  the  better  observation  and  keeping  the 
Lord*s  day,  commonly  called  Sunday,  that  all  the  laws 
enacted  and  in  force  concerning  the  observation  of  the 
Lord's  day,  and  repairing  to  the  church  thereon  be  care- 
fully put  in  execution,  and  that  all  and  every  person  and 
persons  whatsoever,  should,  every  Lord's  day,  apply  them- 
selves to  the  observation  of  the  same,  by  exercising  thenr- 
selves  thereon  in  the  duties  of  piety  and  true  religion, 
publicly  and  privately,  and  that  no  tradesman,  artificer, 
workman,  labourer,  or  other  person  whatsoever,  shall  do 
or  exercise  any  worldly  business,  or  work,  of  their  ordin- 
ary callings,  upon  the  Lord's  day,  or  any  part  thereof 
(works  of  necessity  or  charity  only  excepted),  and  that 
every  person  being  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years  or  up- 
wards, offending  in  the  premises,  shall,  for  every  such  of- 
fence, forfeit  the  sum  of  5;."  If  an  act  is  forbidden  under 
a  penalty,  a  contract  to  do  it  is  made  void,  as  appears  by 
several  late  decisions;  though  the  law  was  formerly  other- 
wise, as  is  to  be  collected  from  the  case  of  Comyns  v. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  JSoyer  {a)*  And  this  Court  would  thereupcHi  feel  itself 
^  '  ^  bound  to  say,  that  the  bill  in  this  case  was  ¥oid,  if  it 
Begbie  were  satisfied,  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  any 
Levi.  Contract  had. been  entered  into  on  the  Lord's  day,  and  that 
the  act  upon  which  such  contract  proceeded  was,  in  the 
words  of  the  statute,  done  in  the  ordinary  calling  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  he  took  tbe  bill, 
was  acquainted  with  that  fact.  Upon  reference  to  the  notes 
of  the  learned  Judge,  we  find  no  evidence  to  support  either 
of  these  suppositions,  but  such  as  is  fiirnished  by  the  biH 
itself;  by  which  it  appears,  that  the  day  on  which  it  was 
drawn  was  the  ^th  December,  and.it  is  admitted,  that  the 
27  th  December  was  Sunday;  but  there  is  no  proof  .whatever 
of  the  time  when  the  defendant  wrote  his  acceptance  upon  it. 
The  bill,  upon  its  face,  as  drawn,  contains  no  words  of  con- 
tract, or  even  of  promise.  The  drawer  requires  the  defend- 
ant, three  months  after  the  date  of  tbe  bill,  to  pay  to  his 
own  order  tbe  sum  of  18/.,  but  there  is  no  obligation  on 
the  defendant  to  da  so  till  he  has  accepted  the  bill.  It  was 
pressed  upon  the  Court  by  tbe  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
tliat  it  must  look  to  the  date  alone,  .and  presume,  that  as 
the  bill  was  drawn  on  the  27th,  it  was  accepted  on  that 
day.  But  we  do  not  think  this  a  case  in  which  we  are  per- 
mitted to. act  upon  presumption ;  and  if  we  were,  the  pre- 
sumption'arising  from  the  known  -practice  of  merchants 
.would  be,  that  the  bill  was  not  accepted  on  the  day  on  which 
it  was  drawn,  as  it  is  well  known  that  the  usual  course  in  such 
transactions  is  to  leave  the  bill  at  the  house  of  the  drawee 
for  acceptance,  in  order  that  he  may  have  time  to  satisfy 
himself,  that  the  claims  of  the  drawer  upon  him  were  such 
as  to  call  upon  him  to  enter  into  the  required  obligation. 
Upon  this  first  want  of  proof,  the  Court  would  have  felt 
no  difficulty,  upon  theauthority  of  J3/ox«omev.  fViUiame{b), 
in  discharging  this  rule,  because  it  does  not  appear,  that 

(<f)  Cfo.  Eliz.  485.  (6)  3  B.  &  C.  232;  5  Dowk  h  Ryl.  82. 
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any  contract  was  entered  into  on  the  27th.    But  even  as-  B*ck.  V  P&m, 

suming  that  there  was,  the  Court  would  be  clearly  of  opin-  ^'  ^ 

ion,  th&t  it  would  not  be  competent 'to  the  defendant,  who        Bcobib 

alone  has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  law,  to  set  up  his         levi. 

own  illegal  act  as  a  defence  to  this  acion,  at  the  suit  of  an 

innocent  holder  of  the  bill.  Upon  the  other  point  the  Court 

has  no  doubt.    In  Drury  v.  Defantaine  (a),  it  was  decided, 

that  a  sale  of  goods  on  a  Sunday ^  not  made  in  the  exercise 

of  the  ordinary  calling  of  the  vendor  or  his  agent,  is  not 

void,  either  at  common  law,  or  by  the  statute  of  the  29 

Car,  2,  c.  7.    This  case  was  afterwards  recognized  as  law 

by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench^  in  Bloxsome  v.  Williams; 

and  in  the  cases  of  Fennell  v.  Riddler  (i)  and  Sandintan 

V.  Breach  (c),  the  same  ingredient,  viz,  that  the  contract 

endeavoured  to  be  impeached  was  made  in  the  ordinary 

calling  of  the  contracting  parties,  is  considered  as  necessary ; 

and  it  was  held,  that  the  statute  did  not  apply  to  all  persons, 

bat  to  such  only  as  have  some  ordinary  caUing;  and  if  it 

had  intended  that  no  person  should  do  any  work  on  the 

Lord*s  day,  it  would  have  used  different  language.    This 

doctrine  has  been  acted  upon  in  the  very  late  case  of 

The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Whiinash{d),  where  the 

Oourt  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  a  contract  of  hiring,  made 

between  a  farmer  and  a  servant  on  a  Sunday ,  was  valid. 

Upon  these  grounds,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  rule  ought 

to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  1  Taunt.  13U  (c»  7  B.  &  C.  96. 

{b)  5  B.  &  C.  406;  8  D.  &  R.  id)  7  B.  &  C.  597;  1  M.  &  H. 

^04.  452. 
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ExeJu  of  Pleat, 
1830. 

Mellino,  Executor  of  Melling,  t?.  Kelshaw. 

Where i/., being  -I  ROVER  foF  oatmeal,  laying  the  conversion  in  the  life- 
indebted  to  A,   time  of  the  testator.     Plea— Not  guilty. 

gave  him  for  se-  r>        j 

curity  a  delivery  At  the  trial,  before  Baylcy^  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  As- 
in  the  hands  of  sizcs  for  the  county  of  York,  the  following  appeared  to  be 
which 'S'e*^''  the  facts  of  the  case : — Evers,  a  cornfactor,  being  indebt- 
wharfinger  ac-     ed  to  onc  Haigk  in  the  sum  of  700/.,  on  the  16th  February, 

ceptedi  and  af- 

terwards^.,  be-  1824,  gave  him  an  order  on  the  defendant,  a  wharfinger, 
c.f  gavehiman-  ^^^  ^^®  delivery  to  Haigh  of  the  oatmeal  in  question.  This 
other  delivery     order  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  the  oatmeal  was 

order  for  the  ^ 

sanoe  goods,  by  him  Weighed  and  transferred  to  the  name  oi Haigh  ;  after- 

to  the  wharfin-  wards,  Evers,  being  also  indebted  to  the  plaintiff's  testator, 

fhat  he  could  8*^®  another  delivery  order  to  him  for  the  same  oatmeal, 

not  transfer  the  and  for  SLUic  peas,  also  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant. 

goodS|  as  he 

held  them  for  This  delivery  order  was  given  in  consequence  of  an  agree- 
c.  conid  get  k*s  ^^^^  between  Evers  and  Melting  the  testator,  by  which 
order  he  would    ^jj^  former  vtras  stated  to  be  indebted  to  the  latter  in  the 

transfer  them, 

and  promised  sum  of  1114/.  14*.  9rf.,  and  the  latter  was  to  be  at  liberty 
not  give  up  the  to  scU  the  goods  at  Certain  stipulated  prices,  within  three 
IrttlettTnga*  months,  and,  at  the  end  of  that  period,  at  sueh  prices  as 
know;  and  af-  could  be  obtained.  This  second  delivery  order  was  also 
his  debt  re-  taken  to  the  defendant,  who  was  requested  to  transfer  the 
iTfiedr^ves^de-  P^*^s,  and  also  the  oatmeal,  to  Melling^s  name.  The  de- 
livery order  for  fendaut  Undertook  to  hold  the  peas  for  Melting,  the  tes- 

the  same  goods  i     i 

to  ^.,  who  gave  tator;  but,  with  respect  to  the  oatmeal,  he  stated  that  he 
the' wharfinger:  l^^W  a  prcvious  order  from  Evers,  on  behalf  of  ^Ta^A,  to 
--Held,  that  c.  ^^Qm  ^0  had  transferred  it,  and,  therefore,  could  not 

had  no  property .  j  j  w 

upon  which  tro-  transfer  it  to  Mclling,  the  testator,  without  an  order  from 
maintained  Haigh.  Upou  this  occasion,  the  defendant  wrote,  at  the 
w^rfinger.        ^°^'  ^^  ^^®  Order,  the  quantity  of  oatmeal  in  his  hands ; 

and,  on  a  subsequent  occasion,  said  that  he  would  not  de- 
liver the  oatmeal  to  any  person  without  letting  Melting, 
the  testator,  know.  In  the  month  of  August  following, 
Evers  alleged  that  he  had  discovered  a  mistake  in  the  ac- 
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count  between  himself  and  Melling,  the  testator,  and  that  ^^\^J^^"* 
the  balance  was  in  his  favour;  and  he  directed  the  defend-  v^.^^^.^ 
ant  not  to  obey  the  order  given  to  Melting,  On  the  1st  MELLI^a 
September f  Everss  debt  to  Haigh  being  reduced  to  113/.,  Kelshaw. 
most  part  of  which  remained  due  at  the  trial,  Haigh  gave 
Evera  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  the  oatmeal,  which 
order  Evers  sent  to  the  defendant,  with  directions  not  to 
obey  any  order  but  such  as  he  should  afterwards  give.  A 
few  days  afterwards,  Melling's  book-keeper  again  applied 
to  the  defendant  to  transfer  the  oatmeal  to  him,  when  the 
defendant  asked  if  he  had  got  HaigKs  order  to  that  effect, 
and  told  him  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  got  Haigh's  order 
to  transfer  it  to  Evers.  The  book-keeper  said,  he  had  ap- 
plied to  Haigh  for  an  order,  but  could  not  get  it.  In  about 
a  fortnight  after  this,  MelUngs  attorney  demanded  the  oat- 
meal, and  offered  to  indemnify  the  defendant;  the  defend- 
ant said,  that  he  thought  Melling,  ought  to  have  it,  but 
that  he  wished  to  do  right,  and,  being  a  wharfinger,  he 
did  not  know  what  to .  do  between  the  two  orders.  He 
refused  then  to  give  it  up.  The  learned  Judge  directed 
the  Jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  but  gave  the  defendant 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Brougham  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  to  enter  a  non- 
suit* He  contended,  that  the  plaintiff's  testator  had  no 
property  on  which  this  action  could  be  maintained ;  and 
further,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  conversion.  But 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  not  proceeding  upon  the  latter 
ground,  the  arguments  upon  that  part  of  the  rule  are 
onutted. 

JF.  Pollock,  and  Dundas,  shewed  cause. — The  substance 
of  the  defendant's  statement,  when  the  order  was  taken  to 
him,  is, — I  am  bound  by  a  previous  order  from  Haigh,  but 
if  you  will  get  rid  of  his  claim,  and  obtain  an  order  from  him, 
I  will  obey  it.    Eventually  Haigh  did  give  up  his  order. 

VOL.  I.  o 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  [Bayley^  B. — Haigh  had  a  right  to  the  property  till  the 
V  '"^  *  >  whole  of  his  debt  was  paid,  or  to  give  it  any  destination 
Mellino  he  pleased;  he  gave  that  destination  in  favour  oi Eters]. 
Kelsuaw.  Eters  obtained  the  order  from  Haigh,  probably  with 
the  intention  of  redressing  the  wrong  he  had  committed. 
He  wonld  naturally  consider  that  he  had  been  committing 
a  fraudulent  act^  and  would,  therefore,  prevail  on  Haigh  to 
give  up  his  order.  The  delivering  up  of  the  order  by 
Haigh  extinguished  his  right,  and  vested  the  property  in 
MeUing,  the  testator.  Though,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery 
of  the  order  to  Melling,  Evers  had  no  property  in  the 
goods,  yet,  when  the  property  was  vested  in  Evers^  by  the 
order  of  Haigh,  the  prior  delivery  note  to  Melting  would 
take  effect,  and  the  property  would  be  vested  in  him. 
Besides,  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  amounted  to  a 
qualified  attornment  to  the  title  of  MetUng,  and  to  an  un- 
dertaking to  hold  the  oatmeal  for  him,  if  Haigh*  title  was 
got  rid  of.  That  condition  was  complied  with,  and  then 
the  defendant  was  not  at  liberty  to  dispute  the  title  which 
he  had  agreed  upon  that  condition  to  admit.  Stotmard  v. 
Dunkin  (a). 

Milner,  contra. — No  property  whatever  could  pass  un- 
der the  order  to  Meiling.  The  order  to  Haigh  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  defendant,  and  the  property  was  then  ac- 
tually transferred  by  the  defendant  into  the  name  of 
Haigh.  Any  subsequent  order  was  a  mere  nullity,  for  the 
property  was  absolutely  vested  in  Haigh,  Even  if  the 
order  to  Meiling  had  any  effect,  it  was  clearly  revocable 
till  the  time  when  the  interest  vested;  and,  in  point  of  fact, 
it  was  revoked  by  Evers  before  the  fresh  order  was  given 
to  him  by  Haigh.  There  are  no  cases  which  go  the 
length  of  shewing  that  an  agent  can  be  made  the  trustee 
for  any  number  of  consecutive  parties  by  delivery  notes, 

(a)  2  Camp.  344. 
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gWen  to  take  effect  after  fornier  orders  are  satbfied,  ^^^^'*^' 
After  the  first  delivery  note,  Kehhato  was  the  agent  of  ^ 

Haigkf  and  not  of  Evers.  Could  he  have  refused  to  deliver  Melliwo 
to  a  third  party  by  order  of  Hmgh?  He  was  bound  to  Kelshaw. 
follow  the  direction  of  the  owner  of  the  property,  who 
had  power  to  give,  and  did  give,  a  destination  to  the  pro« 
perty.  If  there  was  a  conditional  acceptance  of  the  or- 
der to  MelUng  by  the  defendant,  the  condition  was,  that 
Mettmg  should  get  Haigh's  order,  which  was  not  obtain'- 
ed.  The  order  of  the  Ist  September  from  Haigh  was 
not  intended  to  benefit  Melling,  as  has  been  supposed, 
but  was  probably  intended  to  benefit  Evers,  and,  being 
delivered  to  him,  the  property  was  vested  in  him. 

Bayley,  B. — It  appears  to  me,  that  the  rule  in  this 
case  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  I  disregard  entirely  the 
question  of  indemnity,  because  a  stakeholder  ought  not  to 
take  ati  indemnity,  if  by  taking  it  he  might  vary  the  rights 
of  the  paorties.  He  ought  to  stand  indifferent  between  the 
parties,  and  should  lean  to  neither;  and,  therefore,  I  think 
that  the  offer  of  an  indemnity  does  not  alter  the  nature  of 
the  present  case. 

The  first  question  for  our  consideration,  and  on  which 
alone  my  opinion  is  formed,  is — whether  the  property 
vested  in  MeUing,  so  as  to  enable  him,  in  his  life-time,  and 
his  representatives  after  his  death,  to  maintain  an  action  of 
trover.  The  right  of  property  is  essential  to  maintain 
such  an  action.  In  this  case  the  property  belonged  to 
Evere;  in  February ^  1829,  he  gave  to  Hat^A  a  delivery 
order,  which  Haigh  communicated  to  Kelshaw^  and  tp 
which  Kelihaw  acceded,  and  which,  therefore,  was  binding 
on  Kelshaw.  The  object  of  that  order  was,  that  it  shouU} 
cover  a  debt  of  700/.  due  at  that  time  from  Evers  to  Haigh* 
Things  remaining  in  that  state,  Evers  gave  a  second  de- 
livery order  to  Melting,  to  cover  a  much  larger  debt  due 
from  Epers  to  Melting.    That  second  order  includes  not 

o3 
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'^'«*-^^'^»  only  the  goods  in  question,  but  many  otlier  goods.  Tlw 
v^^^^Jl^  order  was  carried  by  the  agent  o(  Melting  to  Kelshaw,  and 
Mellimg  ^as  shewn  to  him.  Kelshaw  objected  as  to  part  of  the 
Kelsiiaw.  order,  but,  with  respect  to  the  peas,  which  are  included  in 
the  order,  he  said  he  would  deliver  them,  and  signed  a 
consent  at  the  foot  of  the  order  to  that  effect ;  but  he  re- 
fused to  sign  any  consent  with  respect  to  the  oatmea}, 
though,  at  the  request  of  the  agent,. he  wrote  down  the 
quantity  of  oatmeal  in  his  hands.  But  he  used  expres- 
sions which  shew  a  proper  willingness  to  do  at  that  time 
what  was  right  between  the  parties.  He  said,  that  he  would 
transfer  it  when  Melting  got  a  delivery  order  from  Haigh; 
and  he  also  said,  that  he  would  not  deliver  it  up  without 
letting  Melting  know.  The  breach  of  that  latter  part  of 
the  promise  could  not  afford  ground  for  an  action  of  trover; 
but  if  any  action  would  lie,  it  must  be  brought  in  another 
form.  The  witness  who  proved  this  conversation,  when 
sifted  by  cross-examination  said,  that,  from  first  to  lastt 
Ketshaxo  said,  that  he  would  not  transfer  the  oatmeal  with- 
out an  order  from  Haigh;  if  he  could  get  Haigh*s  order, 
he  would  deliver  it  immediately.  Now,  what  is  the  plain 
meaning  of  that  language — "  The  property  is  vested  in 
Haigh f  I  have  bound  myself  to  him,  and  if  you  will  get  an 
order  from  him,  I  will  assent  to  it.*'  Was  such  an  order 
ever  obtained  ?  No.  But  it  is  suggested  for  the  plaintifis, 
that  the  substance  of  the  defendant's  promise  was,  that 
when  Haigh's  debt  was  removed  out  of  the  question,  he 
would  hold  the  oatmeal  for  Melting.  If  that  were  the 
meaning  of  the  defendant,  it  was  not  so  expressed;  and, 
where  an  express  stipulation  was  made  for  an  order,  it  is 
safer  to  look  to  the  language  really  used,  and  not  to  resort 
to  that  which  is  considered  as  equivalent  to  an  order.  It 
might  mean,  as  soon  as  the  order  in  favour  ot  Haigh  should 
be  removed ;  it  might  also  mean,  as  soon  as  HaigKs  debt 
should  be  discharged.  Melting  did  not  obtain  any  order 
from  Haigh,  nor  was  HaigKs  debt  ever  discharged.     In- 
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fitead  o( Melting  getting  an  order  from  Haigh,  and  commu-  ^'^*- ^''''*'» 
nicating  it  to  Kehhawy  Haigh  gives  an  order  for  delivery  to  v^...^.^..— ^ 
Evers.  He  did  not  merely  tear,  or  extinguisk  the  original  Mkllino 
order  from  Evers  to  him,  but  he  gave  a  new  order  to  Kelshaw, 
Evers,  so  as  to  substitute  Evers  for  himself.  This  might 
have  been  done  to  benefit  Melling,  but  it  is  more  probable 
that  it  was  done  to  benefit  Evers,  because  it  was  not  the 
natural  course  to  be  adopted,  if  he  merely  wished  to  with- 
draw his  claim  in  favour  of  Melling.  What  motive  could 
he  have  to  favour  MelUng?  Why  should  he  prefer  MeA 
ling  to  himself?  He  might  wish  to  prefer  Evers,  for  he 
inight  think  that  it  would  enable  Evers  to  pay  to  him  the 
113/.  which  then  remained  due,  and  which,  it  should  be 
observed,  exceeded  the  value  of  the  oatmeal.  It  therefore 
seems  to  me  that  the  condition  in  the  promise  of  the  de- 
fendant was  not  in  terms  complied  with.  Nor  was  it  com-^ 
plied  with  in  substance,  because  Haigh  had  the  property 
to  cover  a  debt  of  700/.  and  MelUng  was,  at  all  events,  only 
to  have  it  when  that  debt  was  satisfied.  It  therefore  seems 
to  me,  in  this  case,  that  the  circumstances  which  were  ne- 
cessary to  vest  the  property  in  Melting,  did  not  take  place. 
The  mere  order  of  Evers  did  not  vest  the  property  in  Mel^ 
ling,  at  least  without  the  assent  o£ Kelshaw;  and  we  must 
look  to  the  terms  in  which  such  assent  was  expressed. 
The  terms  upon  which  the  assent,  if  any,  was  given,  were 
not  carried  into  effect,  and  therefore  the  rule  for  the  non- 
suit must  be  made  absolute. 

Garrov^t,  B. — Upon  the  occasion  in  question  Kelshaw 
did  not  bind  himself,  as  contended,  to  the  delivery  of  tlie 
oatmeal,  but  expressly  distinguished  that  from  the  other 
property  mentioned  in  the  delivery  order, 

Vaughan,  B. — This  is  an  action  of  trover,  in  which  it 
is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  property  in  his  tes- 
tator, and  a  conversion  by  the  defendant.  :  I  think  that  he 
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*««*•  ^'*'«»«»  made  out  neither;  but  my  judgment  proceeds  upon  the 
^  ^  '  ^  ground  that  no  property  was  proved  to  have  vested  in 
Mbllino  MeUimg.  It  appeared  that  Evers^  being  indebted  to 
KEL8BAW.  Haigh  in  700/.,  gave  him  an  order  on  Kelshaw,  a  whar^^ 
finger,  for  the  delivery  of  the  oatmeal  in  question.  On  the 
receipt  of  that  order,  and  the  acceptance  by  the  wharf- 
inger, the  property  was  transferred  and  vested  in  Htxigh. 
Afterwards  MeUingf  having  a  claim  to  a  larger  amount  upon 
Evers,  prevailed  upon  him  to  give  him  also  a  delivery  or- 
der for  the  oatmeal  and  other  things.  This  order  was  car* 
ried  to  KehhaWf  who,  as  to  the  other  property,  assented  to 
hold  it  for  Mellingy  but  as  to  the  oatmeal,  he  said,  in  effect, 
that  he  could  not  hold  it  for  MeUing^  except  subject  to  the 
claim  of  Haigh.  Afterwards,  HaigKa  debt  being  reduc- 
ed to  118/.,  he,  by  another  order,  re-transferred  the  pro- 
perty vested  in  him  to  Evers.  KeUkatc  accepted  this 
order.  Kelshaw  had  said,  I  cannot  transfer  without  an 
order  from  Haigh;  get  an  order  from  him,  and  I  will.  No 
sudi  order  was  ever  got  from  Hatgh,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
he  gave  an  order  in  favour  of  Evers.  Was  then  the  con- 
dition ever  complied  with  ?  Clearly  not.  Melling  never 
could  have  a  right  till  the  debt  of  Haigh  was  extingnished. 
That  debt  never  was  extinguished.  The  property  was  in 
Haigh,  and  afterwards  invested  in  Evers,  and  never  was 
in  Melling* 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  at  first  entertained  very  considerable 
doubts  on  this  subject,  but  after  having  heard  the  argu- 
ment, I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  thinking  that 
this  rule  should  be  made  absolute.  The  question  is,  whe- 
ther there  was  such  a  property  in  Melling ,  as  that  trover 
could  be  maintained  upon  it.  There  is  one  part  of  the 
evidence  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had 
promised  not  to  part  with  the  goods  without  letting  Mel- 
Ung  know.  In  this  form  of  action,  however,  we  are  only 
to  look  whether  there  was  property  in  Meltings     The 
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fiurts,  as  to  the  question  of  property  ^  were,  that  Melting  and  BjccIl  of  FUut^ 
Haigh  having  respectively  claims  upon  Evers,  Haigh  was  *.  "^  '  ^ 
successful  in  getting  priority  of  security  upon  the  goods  in  Mellino 
question.  He  then  went  and  lodged  the  delivery  order,  KELsirAw. 
which  heobtainedy  with  KelshcnD,  the  wharfinger,  who  ac- 
cepted the  same,  and  the  right  of  property  became  there- 
by vested  in  Haigh.  It  is  hardly  contended,  that,  before  th6 
1st  of  September,  any  property  was  in  Melting.  Till  that 
time,  it  was  clearly  in  Haighy  and  his  debt  not  being  liqui- 
dated, he  had  a  right  to  transfer  it  to  a  stranger,  and  what 
difference  can  it  make  that  he  transferred  it  to  Ever*.  It 
was  urged  for  the  plaintiff*,  that  the  transfer  from  Evers  to 
Haigh  was  fraudulent.  There  is  nothing  on  the  report  to 
lead  to  the  supposition  that  any  fraud  was  intended.  The 
inference  is  the  other  way.  If  HaigKs  debt  had  been  sa- 
tisfied, there  might  have  been  a  pretence  for  supposing  the 
transfer  fraudulent;  but  when  it  is  considered  that  he  had 
a  claim  upon  the  property  to  more  than  its  value,  there 
could  be  no  fraudulent  motive  in  him.  The  motive  in  his 
mind  would  probably  be,  the  intention  of  getting  his  debt 
paid;  for  the  property  being  under  a  cloud,  he  might  pro- 
bably suppose  that  it  would  be  better  disposed  of  by  in- 
vesting Ever*  with  the  legal  right  to  it. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Kuth,  Chamber, 

^^^'  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


Newberry  and  Benson  r.  Colvin  and  Others. 
[In  Error  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.] 

By  a  charter-  I^ASE  agauist  the  defendants  below  as  ship-owners,  for 
found  to  be  ex"  ^^^  loss  of  goods  shipped  by  the  plaintiffs  below,  in  In- 
^utcd  bond  jide,    ji^    ^^  be  conveyed  io  London.    The  first  count  of  the 

the  owners  of  a  '  "^ 

ship  appointed  declaration  Stated,  that  the  defendants  below  were  own- 

mandoftheship,  crs  of  a  Certain  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Benson^  where- 

^L&ndm\oCai^  ofone    Gcorgc  Betham  then  was  master,  and   which 

cM«a,  and  back,  gajj  g^ip  qj.  yesscl  was  then  riding  at  anchor  in  parts 

A.  was  to  load  *  .       .  ;  . 

the  ship  out  and  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  in  the  river  Hooghly^  in  the 

intermediate  East  Indies^  and  bound  on  a  voyage  from  thence  to  the 

opaofduring  a  P®^'  o(  London,  to  wit,  &c.  And  that  the  defendants  below, 

limited  period,  jq  being  owners  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  as  aforesaid,  the 

and  wa8  to  pay        ,..*?  •  «  . 

to  the  owners  a  plaintiffs  below  heretofore,  to  >vit,  on  &c.,  in  parts  be- 
payabie^arape-'  yo^d  the  seas,  to  wit,  in  the  river  Hooghly  aforesaid, 
cified,  and  the  shipped  and  loaded,  and  caused  to  be  shipped  and  loaded, 
monthly  freight  in  and  on  board  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  whereof  the  said 
ed  to  the  owners  Gcorge  Betham  then  was  master,  and  which  said  ship  or 
bills  for^ihf**^  vessel  was  then  riding  at  anchor  in  the  river  Hooghly 
freight  of  the  aforesaid,  divers  goods  and  merchandizes,  to  wit,  &c., 
from  Calcutta  being  in  good  order,  &c.,  and  of  a  large  value,  &c.,  to  be 
aSe^o joinf'^"  ^^^^^  c^i^e  of.  Carried,  and  conveyed  in  and  on  board  of 
trustees  for  the    jj^g  g^jj  g}^;p  qj.  yessel,  from  the  river  Hooghly  aforesaid, 

owners  and  A„  '^  '  ^  o     ;7  » 

who  were,  out  of  to  the  port  of  London  aforesaid,  and  there,  to  wit,  at  the 
such  freight  bills,  port  of  London  aforcsaid^  to  be  safely  and  securely  deli- 
lan^eVnhe*'  ^^^^^  1"  the  like  good  order,  and  well  conditioned,  to  cer- 
monthiy  freight   tain  persons,  commonly  called  and  known  by  the  names, 

to  the  owners,  .  /  i*  %«       •  r%  « 

and  then  to  pay  and  using  the  Stile  and  firm,  of  Messieurs  Baxett,  Farqu- 

the  surplus  to 
A.     An  agent 

of  the  owners  was  to  go  on  board  to  superintend  the  management  of  the  stores,  with  power  to  ctis- 
place  A.  and  to  appoint  another  commander  in  case  of  his  breaking  the  agreement  on  his  part  C. 
Sf  Co.  of  Calcutta,  having  knowledge  of  thiji  instrument,  shipped  goods  by  the  vessel  at  Calcutta  for 
lAmtUm,  and  drew  freight  bills  for  the  amount  of  the  freight  in  favour  of  the  trustees.  The  goods  so 
shipped  were  never  delivered: — Held,  that  (he  absolute  owners  were  not  liable  to  the  shippers  for 
the  non-delivery. 
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har,  Craivford,  §•  Co.,  or  to  their  assigns,  (the  act  of  God  ^^*:^?^**^» 
&c.  excepted),  for  certain  freight  and  reward,  payable  by     v,«_.^.-L^ 
bills  in  that  behalf.     And  although  the  said  goods  and     Newberry 
merchandizes  were  then  and  there  had  and  received  by       Colvin. 
the  said  George  Betham^  so  being  master  of  the  said  ship 
or  vessel  as  aforesaid,  in  and  on  board  of  the  said  ship  or 
vessel,  in  the  river  Hooghly  aforesaid,  to  be  carried,  con- 
veyed, and  delivered  as  aforesaid. — Yet  the  said  defendants 
below,  so  being  owners  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  as  afore- 
said, not  regarding  their  duty  as  such  owners,  but  neglect- 
ing the  same,  and  contriving,  &c.,  did  not  nor  would  take 
care  of,  and  safely  and  securely  carry  or  convey,  the  said 
goods  and  merchandizes,  or  cause  the  same  to  be  carried 
and  conveyed  in  or  on  board  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  or 
otherwise,  from  the  river  Hooghly  aforesaid,  to  the  port 
o(  London  aforesaid,  nor  there,  to  wit,  at  the  port  o(  Lon- 
don aforesaid,  safely  and  securely  deliver  the  same,  or 
cause  the  same  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  Messrs.  Ba- 
zetty  Farquhar,   Crawford^  %  Co.,  or  to  their  assigns, 
(although  the  said  defendants  below  were  not  prevent- 
ed from  so  doing  by  the  act  of  God,  &c.},  but,  on  the 
Contrary  thereof;  the  defendants  below,  so  being  own- 
ers of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  as  aforesaid,  so  improperly 
behaved  and  conducted  themselves  with  respect  to  the 
said  goods  and  merchandizes,  that  by  and  through  the 
mere  carelessness,  negligence,  misconduct,  and  default  of 
the  said  defendants  below,  and  their  servants  in  this  be- 
half, a  great  part  of  the  said  goods  and  merchandizes,  being 
of  great  value,  &c.,  became  and  was  wholly  lost  to  the 
plaintiffs  below,  and  also  thereby  the  residue  of  the  said 
goods  and  merchandizes,  being  of  great  value,  to  wit,  &c., 
became  and  was  greatly  damaged,  &c.  &c.  (a). 
At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden,  at  the  London  Sit- 

(n)    There    were   other  special      the  jury  were,  by  consent,  discharge 
county  in  the  drdatation,  as  tu  which      ed  from  giving  a  verdict. 
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Bj^k.  Ckamber,  tings  after  Michaelmat  Term,  ISSG,  the  Jury  found  a  spe- 
^  ^  /^  cial  verdict  on  the  first  count  of  the  declaration*  to  the 
NBwas«RY  following  effect:— On  the  1 1th  March,  1817,  the  plaintiifii 
CoLviir.  below  shipped  on  board  the  ship  Benson,  near  Caleuitiff^ 
in  the  East  Indies,  then  riding  at  anchor  in  the  river 
iEToo^A/y,  therein  mentioned,  two  thousand  one  hundred  and 
seventy-one  bags  of  sugar,  and  one  hundred  and  ninety« 
one  chests  of  indigo,  then  being  in  good  order  and  well 
conditioned,  for  which  the  following  bill  of  lading  waa 
signed  by  George  Betham,  then  being  the  master  of  the 
said  ship,  under  the  circumstances  thereinafter  mentioned, 
"  Shipped  by  the  grace  of  God  in  good  order  and  well 
conditioned  by  Messrs.  Colvins,  Baxeti,  ^  Co.,  in  and  upon 
the  good  ship  called  the  Benson,  whereof  is  master  under 
God  for  this  present  vpyage  George  BetJumi  and  now 
riding  at  anchor  in  the  river  Hooghly,  and  by  God*s  gracei 
bound  for  London,  to  say  two  thousand  one  hundred  aod 
seventy-one  bags  of  sugar,  and  one  hundred  and  ninety-one 
chests  of  indigo,  being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the. 
margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and 
well  conditioned  at  the  aforesaid  port  of  London,  (the  act 
of  God,  the  King's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other 
dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation, 
of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever,  excepted)  unto  Messrs, 
Bazett,  Farqvhar,  Crawford  ^  Company,  or  to  (heir 
assignees,  freight  for  the  said  goods  being  paid  by  bills. 
In  witness  whereof  the  master  or  purser  of  the  said  ship 
hath  affirmed  to  four  bills  of  lading,  aU  of  this  tenor  and 
date,  the  one  of  which  four  bills  being  accomfdisbed, 
the  other  three  to  stand  void.  Dated  in  Calcutta,  11th 
March,  1817,  George  BeMom.**— The  said  George  Be- 
tham  received  the  said  goods  on  board  the  said  ship,  in 
the  said  river  Hooghly,  to  be  carried  and  conveyed  ac- 
cording to  the  said  bill  of  lading;  and  at  the  time  of  the 
said  goods  being  so  shipped  and  received,  and  the  said 
bill  of  lading  signed,  and  before  that  time,  the  defendants 
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below  were  the  owners  of  the  said  ship;  and  before  the  -^^-^l^*^' 
said  ship  sailed  to  the  East  Indies,  and  whilst  they  were  %  y  -^ 
such  owners,  the  following  charterparty,  bearing  date  the  Newbkrby 
7th  June,  1816,  was  executed  by  the  defendant  beloWi  Coltim. 
Thomas  Starting  Benson,  who  was  then  the  managing 
owner  of  the  said  ship,  and  acting  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
the  other  part-owner  of  the  said  ship  on  the  one  part,  and 
Oearge  Betham  of  the  other  part,  for  the  said  ship  Benson. 
Thb  charterparty  of  affreightment,  made  and  concluded  in 
London,  7  th  June,  1816,  between  Thonms  Starling  Benson, 
Esquire,  of  the  city  o(  London,  part  owner  of  the  good  ship 
or  vessel  called  the  Benson,  of  five  hundred  and  seventy- 
three  tons  admeasurement  or  thereabouts,  now  lying  in 
the  port  of  London,  of  the  one  part;  and  George  Betham, 
of  the  dty  of  London,  merchant  and  mariner  freighter  of 
the  said  ship,  of  the  other  part;  witnesseth,  that  the  said 
owner,  for  the  considerations  thereinafter  mentioned,  doth 
hereby  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  George 
Betham,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  he 
the  said  George  Betham  shall  have,  and  he  is  hereby  ac- 
cordingly appointed  to,  the  command  of  the  said  ship,  but 
with  such  restrictions  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  sub-* 
ject  to  the  proviso  or  condition  hereinafter  contained  re- 
specting the  appointment  of  an  agent  on  board  the  said 
ship,  on  the  part  of  the  said  owner;  and  the  said  ship  being 
tight,  staunch,  and  substantial,  and  every  way  properly 
fitted,  victualled,  and  provided,  as  is  usual  for  vessels  in 
nieichants'  service,  and  for  the  voyage  and  service  herein- 
after mentioned,  and  being  also  manned  with  thirty-five  men 
and  boys  (the  said  commander  included),  he  the  said  George 
Betham  shall  be  at  liberty,  and  he  is  hereby  allowed  and 
permitted,  to  recdve,  take,  and  load  on  board  the  said  ship^ 
in  the  port  of  London,  all  such  lawful  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandizes  as  he  may  think  proper  to  ship,  (not  exceed- 
ing in  the  whole  what  the  said  ship  can  reasonably  stow 
and  carry,  over  and  above  her  stores,  tackle,  apparej,  and 
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^^^'^^!^*  provisions,  and  reserving  sufficient  room  in  the  said  ship  for 
v—..^,..^  one  hundred  tons  of  goods,  to  be  laden  by  or  for  account  of 
Newberry  (Ji^  ^^  owners  as  hereinafter  is  mentioned;  and  the  said 
CoLTiM.  ship  being  so  laden,  he  the  said  George  Bet  ham  shall  and 
will  set  sail  therewith,  and  proceed  to  Calcutta  in  the  East 
Indies^  with  liberty  to  touch  at  Madeira  and  Madras  in 
her  outward  passage),  and  being  arrived  at  Calcutta  afore- 
said shall  and  will  unload  the  said  outward  cargo,  and  re* 
load  the  said  ship  with  a  cargo  oi  East  India  "ptoAxxce^  and 
retiurn  with  the  same  to  the  port  oi London;  and,  upon  her 
arrival  there,  and  being  finally  discharged  of  her  cargo,  and 
being  cleared  by  the  revenue  officers,  the  said  intended 
voyage  and  service  is  to  end  and  be  completed,  (the  act 
of  God,  the  King  s  enemies,  restraint  of  princes  and  rulers, 
fire,  and  all  and  every  the  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  ' 
seas,  rivers,  and  navigation,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever, 
excepted) :  and  the  said  owner  doth  hereby  further  pro- 
mise and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  George  Betham^  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  in  case  any  of 
the  aforesaid  complement  of  thirty-five  men  and  boys  shall, 
happen  to  die,  or  desert  or  leave  the  said  ship  during  her 
said  intended  voyage  or  service,  so  that  the  number  shall 
be  reduced  below  thirty-two,  that  then,  and  in  every  such 
event  happening,  the  aforesaid  number  of  thirty-two  shall, 
if  practicable,  be  kept  and  made  up  at  the  expense  of  the 
said  owner:  and  further,  that  the  said  ship  shall  at  all 
times  during  her  said  intended  voyage  and  service,  be  fur- 
nished and  provided  M'ith  proper  and  sufficient  stores, 
provisions,  and  other  necessary  articles;  and  that  the  said 
ship  shall,  if  required,  be  kept  and  continued  in  the  ser- 
vice aforesaid,  for  and  during  the  term  or  space  of  twelve 
calendar  months,  to  be  accounted  from  the  twelfth  day  of 
the  present  month  of  June,  and  for  and  during  such  longer 
time  or  term  as  may  be  necessary  to  complete  her  aforesaid 
voyage,  and  until  her  return  to  the  port  of  London^  being 
finally  discharged  of  her  homeward  cargo  and  cleared  by 
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mise  and  agree  that  the  said  ship  shall,  previous  to  her  de-     ^-^^.^^J.^^ 

parture  from  the  port  of  London,  on  her  aboTe-mentioned     Newberrt 
voyage,  be  furnished  and  provided  with  good  water  casks       Colvin. 
capable  of  containing  eighteen  tons  of  water;  and  the  said 
owner  doth  also  engage  to  provide  the  said  ship  with  coals 
and  wood  for  cooking  and  dressing  the  passengers'  provi- 
sions; for  which  the  said  freighter  is  to  pay  or  allow  unto 
the  said  owner,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  at  and 
after  the  rate  of  14J.  for  every  passenger  or  servant,  per 
lunar  month,  and  so  in  proportion  for  a  less  period.     In 
consideration  whereof  and  of  every  thing  above  mentioned, 
the  said  George  Betham  doth  hereby  promise  and  agree 
to  and  with  the  said  Thomas  Starling  Benson,  his  execu- 
tl>rs, administrators,  and  assigns,  in  manner  and  form  fol* 
lowing,  that  is  to  say,  that  he  the  said  George  Betham 
shall  and  will  take  upon  himself  the  command  of  the  Said 
ship,  for  and  during  her  said  intended  voyage,  and  until 
her  return  to  the  port  oi  London,  and  shall  and  will  navigate 
her  to  the  best  and  utmost  of  his  skill  and  ability ;  and  also 
that  he  the  said  George  Betham,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, or  assigns,  shall  and  will  accept,  receive,  and  take  the 
said  ship  into  his  or  their  service,  for  and  during  the  term 
or  space  of  twelve  calendar  months  certain,  to  commence 
and  be  accounted  from  the  twelfth  day  of  the  present 
month  of  June,  and  for  and  during  such  longer  time  or 
term  (if  any)  as  may  be  necessary  to  complete  her  said  in- 
tended voyage,  and  until  her  return  to  and  final  discharge 
and  clearance  in  the  port  of  London,  as  aforesaid :  and  fur- 
ther, that  he  the  said  George  Betham,  his  executors,  or 
administrators,  shall  and  will  well  and  truly  pay,  or  cause 
to  be  paid  unto  the  said  owner,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, or  assigns,  freight  for  the  use  or  hire  of  the  said  ship, 
at  and  after  the  rate  of  25s.  per  ton,  register  measurement 
of  the  said  ship  per  calendar  month,  for  and  during  the 
aforesaid  term  of  twelve  calendar  months  certain,  and  for 
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Bxeh,  Chamber,  and  durhig  such  longer  time  or  term  (if  any),  as  may  be 
^  '  ^  necessary  to  complete  her  said  intended  voyage,  and  until 
Newbbrry  lier  return  to  the  port  of  London,  and  being  finally  dis- 
CoLviM.  charged  of  her  homeward  cargo  and  cleared  by  the  reve- 
nue ofiBcerSy  or  up  to  the  day  of  the  date  of  her  being  lost^ 
captured,  or  last  seen  or  heard  of;  such  freight  to  be  paid 
in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  1,000/.  part 
thereof,  at  or  before  the  execution  of  these  presents, 
the  sum  of  2,000/.,  further  part  thereof,  by  approved  bill  or 
bills,  to  be  drawn  in  London  upon  Calcutta,  in  favour  of 
the  said  owner,  payable,  as  to  one  moiety  thereof,  at  one 
calendar  month,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  thereof,  at  two 
calendar  months  next  after  the  said  ship  shall  arrive  at 
Calcutta  aforesaid,  and  the  residue  and  remainder  of  such 
freight  to  be  paid  or  secured  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said 
owner,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  upon  the 
arrival  of  the  said  ship  in  the  port  of  London,  and  previous 
to  commencing  the  discharge  of  her  homeward  cargo. 
Provided  always,  that  in  case  the  said  ship  shall  be  kept 
or  detained  at  Calcutta  aforesaid  more  than  ninety  days, 
then  and  in  such  case  the  said  George  Betham  do  hereby 
engage  to  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  at  Calcutta  aforesaid, 
to  the  agent  of  the  said  owner,  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  eidier 
in  cash,  or  by  bills  to  be  approved  of  by  such  agent,  in 
part  payment  of  the  balance  of  freight  which  may  become 
due  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  charterparty;  and  the  fur- 
ther sum  of  1 ,000/.  at  the  expiration  of  every  sixty  days 
after  the  said  ninety  days,  which  the  said  ship  may  expend 
or  lay  at  Calcutta  aforesaid.  And  it  is  hereby  declared 
and  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  parties,  that  bills  re- 
mitted from  India  in  manner  hereinafter  expressed,  shaD 
be  deemed,  taken,  and  considered  as  good  and  sufficient 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  residue  or  balance  of 
fireight  which  may  become  due,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
these  presents,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned.  And  the  said 
Oeorge  Betham  doth  hereby  especially  promise  and  agree. 
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thftt  alt  and  every  the  bills  of  exchange  which  may  be  taken  ^^\^t^^^' 
in  payment  of  the  freight  of  the  said  ship's  homeward  >  y  ^ 
cargo,  shall  be  made  payable  to,  or  to  the  order  of,  Messrs.  Nbwberrt 
Buckles f  Bagster,  %  Buchanan^  of  the  city  o(  London,  mer-  Colvin. 
chants,  or  indorsed  over  to  them,  aiid  delivered  to  the  siud 
owner's  agent,  to  be  by  him  remitted  to  the  said  Buckles^ 
Bagster,  ^  Buchanan,  in  London;  who,  it  is  hereby  espe^ 
cially  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  parties,  are  to  re- 
ceive the  amount  thereof  as  joint  trustees  for  the  said 
owner  and  the  said  George  Betham,  he,  the  said  George 
Betham,  hereby  authorizing  and  empowering  them  to  ap- 
propriate the  proceeds  of  such  bills  of  exchange  in  or  to- 
wards payment  to  the  said  owner,  his  executors,  adminisi- 
Crators,  or  assigns,  of  the  balance  of  freight  which  may  be 
or  become  due  to  him  or  them,  under  or  by  virtue  of  these 
presents;  and  the  residue,  if  any,  to  the  said  George  Be- 
tham,  his  executors  or  administrators.  And  the  said  G^or^e 
Betham  doth  hereby  further  promise  and  agree  to  furnish 
and  provide,  at  his  own  expense,  sufficient  provision  and 
Water,  and  also  all  other  necessaries,  for  the  use  of  the  pas- 
sengers on  board  the  said  ship.  And  that  he,  the  said 
Cteorge  Bet/tarn  shall  and  will  pay  for  all  provisions  be- 
longing to  the  owners  of  the  said  ship,  which  shall  be  is- 
sued for  the  use  of  or  consumed  by  any  of  the  passengers 
during  the  said  voyage,  an  account  of  the  same  being  ren- 
dered to  him  once  a- week  by  the  said  owner's  agent,  or  by 
the  steward  on  board  the  ship ;  and  further,  that  all  ex- 
penses of  bulk  heads,  cabins,  and  other  accommodations 
for  passengers,  shall  be  paid  by  him,  the  said  George 
Beiham,  the  materials  for  which  are  to  be  lefl  on  board 
the  said  ship  at  the  termination  of  the  said  voyage,  and 
become  the  property  of  the  said  owner,  except  the  hearth 
and  three  foremost  water-closets  put  up  by  the  said 
freighter,  which  he  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  take  away,  put- 
ting the  said  ship  in  the  said  state  as  she  was  before  such 
hearth  and  water-closets  were  put  up.     And  the 
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Exek.  Chamber,  George  Betham  doth  also  agree  to  pay  and  defray  all 
v.....^^.^     port  charges  and  pilotage  which  may  be  incurred  by  the 
Newberry     gjij^}  g},jp  (}uring  her  said  intended  service,  save  and  except 
CoLviN.       such  as  may  be  incurred  in  the  port  of  London  outward 
and  homeward  bound,  and  once  at  Calcutta.    And  the 
said  George  Betham  doth  hereby  further  agree,  that  the 
said  owner  shall  have  the  liberty  of  shipping  on  board  the 
said  ship  outward  bound,  freight  free,  any  quantity  of 
iron,  vinegar,  and  mustard,  he  may  think  fit,  not  exceed- 
ing in  the  whole  100  tons,  to  be  delivered  at  Calcutta. 
Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed  and 
understood  by  and  between  the  said  parties  to  these  pre- 
sents, and  particularly  by  the  said  George  Betham^  that 
an  agent  be  put  on  board  the  said  ship  by  the  said  owner, 
for  and  during  the  whole  of  her  aforesaid  voyage  and  ser- 
vice, and  who  is  to  have  a  separate  cabin  in  the  said  ship, 
at  least  six  feet  square,  for  his  sole  use,  and  to  mess  at 
the  said  George  BethanCs  table;  which  agent  is  to  have 
the  sole  management,  direction,  and  superintendence  of 
the  said  ship's  stores  and  provisions,  and  the  issuing  and 
delivering  out  of  the  same  for  and  during  the  said  intend^ 
ed  voyage.     And  such  agent  is  likewise  to  have  the  sole 
ordering  and  purchasing  of  any  supplies,  stores,  provi^ 
sions,  and  other  articles,  which  may  be  required  for  the 
use  of  the  said  ship  during  her  said  voyage ;  and  that  all 
bills  which  may  be  required  to  be  drawn  upon  the  owners 
of  the  said  ship  for  any  such  supplies,  or  otherwise,  on  ac- 
count of  the  said  ship,  shall  be  drawn  by  such  agent  only; 
and  the  said  George  Betham  doth  hereby  expressly  en- 
gage that  he  will  not  at  any  time  or  times  during  the  said 
voyage,  or  during  the  time  he  may  be  in  command  of  the 
said  ship,  interfere  with  or  issue  any  stores,  provisions,  or 
other  articles,  on  board  the  said  ship,  or  purchase  any 
provisions,  stores,  or  other  articles,  for  the  use  of  the  said 
ship,  (except  only  such  as  may  be  requisite  for  the  passen- 
gers, and  for  the  said  freighter's  servants,  and  for  which 
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he  will  pay  out  of  his  own  proper  money).     And  like-  ^**'  Ckaf^her. 
wise  that  he,  the  said  George  Betham,  shall  not,  nor     k.„^^.^^J^^ 
will,  at  any  time  or  times,  draw  any  bill  or  bills  upon     NBWBEE»r 
the  owners  of  the  said  ship,  any  or  either  of  them,  for        Colvin« 
any  provisions    or  other  articles    supplied  for  the  said 
ship,  or  for  any  other  purpose  whatsoever:  provided  also, 
and  it  is  hereby  further  agreed  by  and  between  the  said 
parties,  and  especially  by  the  said  owner,  that  the  said 
freighter  shall  have  the  liberty  and  privilege  of  employing 
the  said  ship  in  the  East  Indies,  for  any  intermediate 
voyage  or  voyages  he  may  think  fit,  without  prejudice  to 
this  charterparty,  but  not  exceeding  in    the  whole  the 
time  or  term  of  twelve  calendar  months,  to  be  computed 
from  and  after  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  next  after  the 
arrival  of  the  said  ship  at  Calcutta  aforesaid,  upon  his,  the 
said   George  Betham,  his  executors,  or  administratorsi 
paying  or  causing  to  be  paid  to  the  said  owner,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  or  assigns^  the  same  rate  of  freight  as 
is  hereinbefore  stipulated,  viz,  25s*  per  ton,  per  montn, 
for  all  such  additional  time  as  the  said  ship  may  be  em- 
ployed or  detained  in  India,  such  additional  freight  being 
paid  to  the  said  owner's  agent  for  the  time  being,  or  se- 
cured to  his  satisfaction,  previous  to  the  said  ship  entering 
or  proceeding  on  such  additional  voyage  or  service:  and  it 
IS  hereby  expressly  provided  and  declared,  that  in  case 
the  said  George  Betham  shall  proceed  with  the  said  ship 
to  any  port  or  place  other  than  Madeira,  Madras,  and 
Calcutta  aforesaid,  without  the  special  leave  in  writing  of 
the  agent  of  the  said  owner  for  the  time  being,  or  if  the 
said  George  Betham  shall  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  any  or 
either  of  the  promises  and  agreements  herein  contained 
on  his  part,  then  and  in  any  such  case  the  said  George  Be* 
tham  shall  be  and  become  divested  of  any  further  com- 
mand of  or  in  the  saiid  ship:  and  it  shall  thereupon  be 
lawful  for  the  said  owner's  agent  for  the  time  being,  to  ap- 
point another  commander  for  the  said  ship,  in  lieu  and 

VOL.  I.  p 
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^ch,  chmnb^,  gtead  of  the  said  George  Betham;  and  it  is  hereby  further 

V ^ /     expressly  provided  and  declared,  that  in  case  the  said  ship 

Nlwberry     giiall  be  kept  or  detained  at  Ccdcutta  beyond  the  ninety 
CoLviN.       days  hereinbefore  mentioned,  or  if  in  that  event  the  said 
George  Betham  shall  make  default  in  payment  of  any 
or  either  of  the  sums  of  1,000/.  hereinbefore  engaged 
to  be  paid  at  that  place  to  the  agent  of  the  said  owner,  in 
part  discharge  of  the  balance  of  the  freight  to  become 
due  under  and   by  virtue  of  this  charterparty,  it  shall 
thereupon  be  lawful  for  the  said  owners*  agent  to  load 
the   said  ship  with   a  cargo  for  England^  on   the  said 
owner's    account,  without  prejudice,  however,   to    this 
charterparty,  or  to  any  claim  which  the  said  owner,  his. 
executors,  or  administrators,  may  have  against  the  ^aid 
George  Betham^   his   executors,    or  administrators,  for 
freight,  dead  freight,  or  otherwise,  on  account  thereof. 
The  Jury  further  found,  that  this  charterparty  was  made 
and  executed  bond  fide.   That,  on  the  S5th  July^  1816,  the 
following  memorandum  was  signed  and  agreed  to  by  the 
said  defendant  below,  Thomas  Starling  Benson^  and  the 
said  George  Betham.    **  Conditions  agreed  between  Tho* 
mas  Starting  Benson,  Esquire,  owner,  and  George  Betham, 
Esquire,  commander  of  the  ship  Benson,  on  a  voyage  to 
India; — Wages  10/.,  say  10/.  j9^  month,  no  primage  or 
privilege  of  tonnage  whatever; — Cabin  allowance  for  voyage, 
(it  being  understood  that  the  agent,  chief  and  second  mates, 
and  surgeon,  if  any,  mess  in  cabin),  150/.  owner  providing 
nothing; — Allowance  while  in  India,  three  sicca  rupees  per 
day."    That  one  Samuel  Oviatt  went  as  agent  on  board 
the  said  ship  Benson,  under  the  said  charterparty,  on  the 
said  voyage,  and  carried  out  letters  of  introduction  from 
the  said  persons  using  the  said  firm  o(  Buckles,  Bagster, 
%  Buchanan,  being  merchants  in  London,  on  behalf  of 
the  said  defendants  below,  to  the  said  plaintiffs  below,  by 
which  he  was  directed  to  apply  to  them  in  case  of  necessity ; 
and  he  did  apply  to  them,  and  they  acted  as  agents  at 
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Calcutta,  both  for  the  said  defendants  below  and  George  Bxch.^niberf 
Betham,  as  thereinafter  mentioned;  that  Samuel  Oviatt,     >«...».^^^.^ 
acted  under  a  power  of  attorney,  executed  by  the  defend-     Newberrv 
ant  belowj  TAomas  Starling  Benson,  by  which,  after  recit-       Colvim. 
ing  the  charterparty  at  length,  Oviatt  was  authorized  to 
do  for  the  owners  all  those  things  which^  by  the  charter- 
party,  the  agent  of  the  owners  was  to  have  the  power  of 
doing.     That  the  said  Samuel  Oviatt  carried  out  with  him 
the  said   charterparty,  and  communicated  it  to  the  said 
plaintiffs  below,  as  soon  as  he  arrived  in  Calcutta,  and  be- 
fore the  shipping  of  the  said  goods;  and  the  said  plain- 
tiffs below,  before  that  time,  read  the  said  charterparty, 
and  received  a  copy  thereof;  and  that  for  freight  of  the 
said  quantity  of  sugar  and  indigo,  in  the  said  bill  of  lading 
mentioned,  the  said  plaintiffs  below  drew  bills  upon  cer 
tain  other  persons,  payable  sixty  days  after  the  said  ship 
Benson's  arrival  in  London,  to  the  order  of  the  said  per- 
sons, using  the  firm  of  Buckles,  Bagster,  ^  Buchanan, 
which  bills  they  delivered  to  the  said  Samuel  Oviatt,  to  be 
remitted  to  the  said  last-mentioned  persons,  pursuant  to 
the  stipulations  in  the  said  charterparty,  and  the  said  bills 
were  so  remitted.    That  the  said  George  Betham  eniploy- 
ed  :the  said  plaintiffs  below  as  his  agents  at  Calcutta,  who 
accordingly  acted  as  his  agents,  and  collected  and  paid 
over  to  him  the  freight  of  the  goods  carried  in  the  said 
ship,  in  the  said  voyage  from  London  to  Calcutta,  and  pro- 
cured freight  for  him  on  the  said  voyage  from  Calcutta  to 
London,  and  they  had  a  commission  from  him  for  procur- 
ing such  freight.     That  the  said  ship  sailed  on.  her  said 
voyage  from  the  river  Hooghly  to  London,  with  the  said 
quantity  of  sugar  and  indigo  on  board,  but  that  the  quan- 
tities of  sugar  and  indigo  never  were  delivered  to  the  said 
plaintiffs  below,  or  their  assigns,  pursuant  to  the  said  bill 
of  lading,  although  no  act  of  God,  &c.,  prevented  the 
same  from  being  so  delivered;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof, 
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tUeh.  Chamber,  part  thereof  was  lost,  &c.,  and  the  residue  lessened  in  va- 
1830.        f      „  *     - ' 

v...,.,^-^^     lue,  &c. 

Kbwberry         Upon  this  special  verdict  the  Court  of  King*^  Bench 

CoLviN.       gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  below  (a).     A  writ  of  error 

was  afterwards  brought,  and  the  case  was  argued  by — 

CampbeU  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. — The  question  in 
thia  case  is^  whether  the  defendants  below- were  liable  to 
be  sued  as  carriers  of  the  goods  shipped.  The  action  i» 
founded  on  a  contract,  and  it  is  quite  immaterial  whether 
it  be  shaped  in  iart  or  assumpsit  (A).  In  either  case  the 
same  proof  of  a  contract  is  requisite.  Then  the  question 
arises,  with  whom  did  the  plaintiffs  below  contract.  The 
plaintiffa  in  error  contend,  that  Betham  alone  promised. 
It  is  said,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  defendants  below  pro- 
mised. It  may  be  conceded,  that  if  a  ship  owner  send  out  a 
person  as  his  captain  or  agent,  no  secret  agreement  will 
discharge  the  owner's  liability  on  the  contracts  which  such 
person  may  enter  into  as  captain  or  agent.  If  such  had 
been  the  case  here,  the  captain  would  have  been  held  out 
as  the  agent  of  the  owners.  But  the  presumption,  arising 
primd  facie,  may  surely  be  rebutted.  If  the  ship  be 
freighted  to  the  master^  and  that  fact  be  made  known  to 
the  shippers,  they  know  that  the  master  is  the  carrier. 
The  goods  were  not  shipped  for  the  benefit  of  the  owners^ 
who  were  to  receive  the  same  freight,  namely,  the  monthly 
hire,  whether  a  single  bale  of  goods  was  shipped  or  not. 
The  plaintiffs  below  clearly  then  contracted  with  Betham, 
for  they  knew  that  he  had  contracted  to  pay  the  monthly 
freight,  and  that  their  goods  were  shipped  on  freight,  not 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants  below,  but  of  Betham^ 
The  carrier  must  surely  be  the  person  who  is  to  have  the 

(a)  8B.&C.  166;2M.&R.47. 
[h)  Marzetti  v.  Wimam,  (K.B.)  Hilary  Term,  1  Will.  4. 
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benefit  of  the  freight,  and  who  has  the  control  of  the  ves-  ^^.^^^''^ 

sel  during  the  voyage.    Laying  aside  the  fact  that  Betham     v...^^^-^ 

was  the  captain,  suppose  that  this  was  the  common  case  of     Newberry 

a  ship  under  a  charter  to  a  freighter,  put  yp  by  him  as  a       Colvin. 

general  ship.  It  is  clear  that  the  freighter  and  owner  jvro 

hdc  vice  is  to  be  considered  as  the  carrier,  and  that  he, 

And  he  alone,  contracts  with  the  shipper,  and  is  responsi* 

Ue  to  him.    Parish  v.  Crau}/ord{a)  is  the  only  case  which 

can  lead  to  a  different  conclusion;  that  was  merely  a  Nisi 

Pruis  decision,  and  there  are  numerous  authorities  the 

other  way.     hi  Anneit  v.  Carsiairs{b)j  the  master  ap^ 

pointed  by  the  mortgagor  of  a  ship,  brotight  an  action  for 

his  wages  against  the  mortgagees.     It  was  held,  that  he 

could  notrecoTcr;  and  Lord  EUenborongh  said — ''  Title 

has  nothing  to  do  with  these  cases.     We  must  look  to  the 

contract  between  the  parties."  So,  in  the  present  case,  the 

title  to  the  vessel  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  quiBstion  of 

who  is  the  carrier.    At  all  events,  the  title  can  only  raise 

the  presumptioni  which  may  be  rebutted,  and  the  contract 

may  be  proved  to  have  been  with  another.  If,  in  Parish  v. 

Crawford^  the  facts  were,  that  the  plaintiff  was  ignorant  of 

the  arrangement  entered  into  between  the  absolute  owner 

and  the  owner  pro  hdc  vice^  that  case  might  possibly  be 

supported  {  but  where  the  shipper  knows  of  the  charter, 

he  must  be  held  to  contract  with  the  owner  pro  hdc  vice. 

There  is  the  authority  of  Lord  Tenterden{c)  for  sayiag, 

that  Parish  v.  Crawford  is  not  to  be  considered  as  law. 

It  is  overmled,  also,  by  the  subsequent  cases  of  James  y. 

Jones  {d),  and  Mackenzie  v.  Rowe{e).   The  last-mentioned 

case  decided,  that  the  ship  being  let  to  freight,  the  freight* 

ers  were  the  owners  with  respect  to  the  shippers,  and  that 

the  general  owners  were  not  liable.  Vattejo  v.  Wheeler  {f\ 

(a)  Abb.  on  Shipping,  19.  (<i)  Id.  30. 

(6)  3  Camp.  354.  (e)  2  Camp.  482. 

(c)  Abb.  on  Shipping,  22.  {/)  Cowper,  143. 
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Exeh.  Chamber,  and  Soarcs  V.  Thornton  (a),  which  are  cases  as  to  bar- 
K^^^^^J.^^  ratry,  are  in  conformity  with  these  later  decisions*  ' 
Newberrt  It  remains  to  be  shewn,  that  the  instrument  in  question 
CoLviN.  was  a  charterparty.  What  is  there  to  prevent  Betkam 
being  the  charterer?  It  may  be  conceded,  that  the  Jury 
might  have  found  the  transaction  to  be  a  contrivance  and 
a  collusive  arrangement,  whereby  the  owners  were  trying 
to  avoid  their  responsibility.  But  the  Jury  have  expressly 
found,  that  the  transaction  was  bond  fide.  The  meaning  of 
a  charterparty  is,  that  the  owner  enters  into  an  agreement 
with  an  individual,  that  such  individual  may  have  the  use 
of  the  ship,  and  may  put  her  up  as  a  general  ship,  so  that 
the  sum  to  be  received  by  the  owner  of  the  ship  shall  not 
depend  on  the  profits  to  be  made  by  the  ship,  but  that,  in- 
dependently of  the  employment  of  the  ship,  the  general 
owner  is  secure.  Now^  in  the  present  case,  Betham  was  to 
take  out  what  goods  he  chose,  and  he  was  at  liberty  to 
send  the  vessel  from  Calcutta  on  intermediate  voyages,  for 
a  certain  period.  Then  he  was  to  bring  her  to  LandoHf 
and  to  pay  the  residue  of  the  monthly  freight  to  the  de- 
fendants below,  on  arrival.  This  was  surely  a  charter- 
party,  and  it  lies  on  the  other  side  to  shew  that  this  was 
not  a  charter. 

It  is  objected  that  there  are  no  words  of  demise.  This 
is  quite  immaterial. 

.    [Tindal,  C.  J. — Here  are  the  words,  for  the  use  or  hire 
of  the  said  ship]. 

Even  in  the  case  of  la(hd,  the  word  demise  need  not  be 
used.  If  the  party  is  to  take  the  profits,  it  amounts  to  a 
demise  in  law.  So,  any  words,  which  shew  that  the  party 
is  to  have  the  use  of  the  vessel,  amount  to  a  charterparty. 
The  reservation  of  certain  room  to  the  owners,  shews, 
that,  without  such  reservation,  the  use  of  the  entire  vessel 
would  have  passed. 

(a)  7  Taunt.  627. 
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Another  objection  is,  that  the  defendants    below  ap-  Exch.  Chamber, 
pointed  the  master  and  crew.      That  is  the  almost  uni-     ^      ^  '—^ 
versal  practice  where  a  ship   is  let  to  hire.    When  the     Newbirry 
voyage  begins,  they  become  the  servants  of  the  freighter,       colyin.- 
and  cease  to  be  the  agents  of  the  absolute  owner. 

No  reliance  can  be  placed  on  the  circumstance  of  Be- 
thanCs  being  the  master,  or  it  would  be  necessary  to  go  . 
the  length  of  holding,  that  the  master  could  never  be  the 
freighter. .  The  master,  in  such  case,  is  primd  facie  the 
agent  of  the  owner;  but  if  the  shipper  knows  that  he  is 
the  freighter,  he  contracts  with  him,  not  as  master  and 
agent  of  the  owner,  but  as  carrier.  In  such  case,  he  ceasea 
to  be  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  he  is  no  longer  liable  to 
the  owner's  control.  , 

The  circumstance  of  a  third  person  going  out  in  (he  ship 
as  an  agent  for  the  owners,  will  also  be  relied  on ;  but  nei- 
ther he,  nor  the  owners  themselves  if  present,  could  have 
interfered,  especially  with  relation  to  the  taking  on  boanl 
goods.  That  person  merely  went  to  do  what  the  owners 
could  have  done  if  present — as,  to  take  advantage  of  the 
clause  for  re-entry  if  the  charter  should  be  broken,  and  to 
superintend  the  stores  and  provisions. 

But  the  other  side  will  chiefly  rely,  as  they  did  in  the 
Court  below,  on  the  arrangement  which  was  entered  into 
as  to  the  freight  bills.  The  bills  for  the  homeward  freight 
were  to  be  remitted  to  a  house  in  LondoUy  to  be  held  by 
them  as  trustees,  first  .to  secure  the  freight  due  to  the  de- 
fendants below,  and  then  to  pay  the  residue  to  Betkam.  This 
arrangement  is  merely  a  security,  and  cannot  prevent  the 
instrument  from  being  a  charterparty,  any  more  than  if  the 
freight  in  question  had  been  to   be  secured  by   freight- 
bills,  for  goods  carried  in  another  ship,  of  which  Betham 
had  been  actual  owner.     It  might,  indeed,  with  the  other 
facts  of  the  case,  have  been  evidence  of  collusion;  but 
•  the  Jury  have  distinctly  negatived  that  view  of  the  case.    • 
The  Court  below  do  not  appear  to  have  adverted  suffi- 
ciently to  the  fact  of  the  bona  fides  being  found  by  the 
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JE*c*.  Chamber,  Jury.    They  did  not  take  any  notice  of  that  fact  in  their 

^      ^     -*    judgment 

NcwBERAY  Too  much  reliance  also  was  placed  by  them  on  the  sup- 
CoLvm.  position,  that  the  contract  in  question  was  contrary  to 
public  policy.  The  argument  proceeding  on  the  ground 
of  public  policy  has  been  well  compared  to  an  unruly 
horse.  It  is  much  safer  to  abide,  as  nearly  as  possible,  by 
the  contract  of  the  parties.  It  ought  to  be  shewn  by  the 
other  side,  very  clearly,  that  such  a  contract  is  illegal  and 
mischievous,  before  the  Court  can  proceed  on  that  ground, 
to  hold  parties  bound  by  a  contract,  i^hich  is  in  reality  en* 
tered  into  between  other  persons. 

But  there  are  material  allegations  in  this  declara« 
tion,  which  were  not  proved.  The  allegation,  that  the 
goods  were  to  be  carried  for  certain  freight  and  reward^ 
payable  in  bills  in  that  beiialf  is  not  true.  That  allega- 
tion roust  mean  payable  to  the  defendants  below;  and  if 
there  had  been  a  demurrer  on  the  ground  of  the  declaration 
not  having  stated  to  whom  the  freight  was  to  be  payable, 
the  declaration  would  have  been  supported  upon  the 
ground  that  it  had  such  meaning*  If  it  had  not  that  mean- 
ing, it  would  be  bad.  That  allegation,  then,  is  untrue,  and 
is  contradicted  by  the  finding;  for  the  freight  was  to  be 
paid  to  Bethamy  and  not  to  the  defendants  below.  The 
bills  were  to  be  paid  for  BethanCs  profit  or  loss.  No  duty 
then  arises  as  against  the  defendants  below.  The  alle- 
gation, that  the  goods  were  received  by  Betham  so  being 
such  master^  is  also  untrue.  That  b  substantially  an  aver- 
ment, that  Betham  received  them  as  master ;  which  was 
not  the  case,  for  the  shippers  had  a  copy  of  the  charter, 
and  knew  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  Betham,  not 
as  master,  but  as  freighter  of  the  vessel.  The  allegation, 
that  the  defendants  below  misconducted  themselves,  is  also 
untrue,  and  is  negatived  by  the  facts  which  shew  that  it 
was  Betham  who  misconducted  himself. 

Suppose  that  a  party  abroad,  having  read  this  charter, 
Kad  shipped  goods  on  an  intermediate  voyage  allowed  by 
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the  charteri  would  it  be  contended,  that  such  shipper  Bxtk.  chdmbert 
would  have  had  a  remedy  against  the  owners  for  the  non-  ^ 

delivery  of  such  goods?    There  would  have  been  nothing,     Nbwbcrrt 
to  distinguish  that  case  from  James  v.  Janes,  for  the  ob*       Coltuct 
jection  on  the  freight  bills  would  not  have  been  applica- 
ble.   Can  it  then  be  said,  that  Betham  was  to  be  the 
freighter  of  this  vessel  on  such  intermediate,  or  on  the  out- 
ward, voyage,  and  not  on  the  homeward? 

Betham  might  clearly  have  been  sued  by  the  plaintiffs 
below,  as  carrier  and  freighter,  without  calling  him  master, 
for  he  contracted  with  them  in  respect  of  reward  for  his 
own  benefit.  Can  such  shippers,  then,  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  charter,  have  an  election  to  sue  either  at  their  op« 
tion?  They  could,  unquestionably,  sue  Betham  as  owner 
pro  hdc  vice.  There  is  no  instance  of  such  option  in  the 
law  of  England.  Where  you  contract  with  a  principal, 
knowing  him,  you  cannot  sue  another. 

Again,  could  the  defendants  below  have  sued  the  plain- 
tiffs below  for  freight?  Clearly  not;  for  there  was  no  pri- 
vity between  them.  The  remedy  of  the  owners  was  against 
Betham,  and  against  Bet/iam  alone,  on  the  charter.  The 
remedies  in  such  case  must  be  reciprocal.  In  every  point  of 
view,  the  contract  appears  to  have  been  made  with  Be* 
tham,  and  he  alone  was  responsible  to  the  plaintiffs  be- 
low. 

F.  Pollock  for  the  defendants  in  error. — The  question, 
in  this  case,  lies  in  a  very  narrow  compass,  and  depends 
on  the  legal  effect  of  this  instrument,  which  is  call- 
ed a  charterparty.  The  Court  will  look  at  all  its 
parts,  and  see  what  is  the  legal  result  of  such  a  contract 
between  the  owners  and  master.  That  result  will  be  the 
same,  whether  the  shippers  had  knowledge  of  the  contract 
or  no ;  at  least,  if  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrument  be  what 
was  attributed  to  it  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  such 
knowledge  could  not  give  it  a  different  effect. 
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Ejch,  Chamber,       It  is  Said,  Oil  the  Other  side,  that  the  question  is  merely 

^     with  whom  the  contract  was  made.     That,  however,  is  not 

Newbekuy     the  touchstone  here,  for  that  question  depends  on  another, 

CoLviN.       <^n<l  must  turn  upon  the  character  which  the  master  filled, 

in  other  words,  upon  the  effect  of  the  instrument.     All 

those  arguments  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  as  to  certain 

material  allegations  in  the  declaration  not  being  proved, 

are  only  different  modes  of  putting  the  same  question. 

Those  allegations  are  certainly  not  made  out,  if  there  was 

no  contract  in  point  of  law  with  the  owners.    If  Beiham 

was  their  agent  in  the  transaction,  the  freight  was  payable 

to  them;  Beiham  delivered  the  goods  for  them  as  their 

captain,  and  they  misconducted  themselves  through  their 

agent,  according  to  the  different  allegations  alluded  to. 

But  it  was  said,  that  the  Court  below  did  not  pay  suffi- 
.  cient  attention  to  the  fact  of  the  Jury  having  found  the  bona 
fides  of  this  transaction.  Nothing  turns  upon  that  finding. 
Bona  fides ^'dL'^  explained  by  Lord  Tenterden^  in  a  case 
where  a  purchase  before  a  bankruptcy  was  attempted  to 
be  impeached  on  the  ground  of  its  not  being  hondfide^ 
means  this,  that  a  transaction  should  be  what  it  professes 
to  be,  as  a  sale  where  it  professes  to  be  a  sale,  or  a  pledge 
where  it  professes  to  be  a  pledge,  and  not  a  pledge  where 
it  professes  to  be  a  sale,  or  xAce  versd. 

In  the  present  case,  it  may  be  admitted,  that  the  parties 
intended  all  the  provisions  of  the  instrument  in  question 
to  be  carried  into  effect. 

The  knowledge  which  the  shippers  received  of  the  in- 
strument in  question,  was  not  imparted  to  them,  lest  they 
should  be  deceived  by  supposing  that  they  were  contract- 
ing with  the  general  owners ;  but  it  was  given  to  them  with 
quite  a  different  object,  namely,  lest  they  should  be  de- 
ceived in  supposing  that  they  had  a  right  to  pay  Beiham^  the 
master,  and  it  was  in  effect  a  notice  to  them,  that  the  owners 
had  a  right  to  the  freight,  and  that,  if  they  paid  any  body 
else,  they  would  make  such  payment  in  their  own  wrong. 
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The  question  is  not,  whether  Parisfi  v.  Crawford  is  or  Exch.  Chamber, 
13  not  good  law,  but  whether  this  is  a  real  charterparty,     ^      ^  .  ^ 
or  is  only  a  peculiar  mode  of  appointing  a  master  under     Nbwbbrrt 
certain  restrictions.     If  the  former  be  the  case,  the  de-       Colvin. 
fendants  in  error  are  out  of  Court;  if  the  latter,  they  are 
entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

If  Betham  remained  luider  the  control  of  the  owners, 
and  of  Oviait,  their  agent,  sent  to  control  him — ^if  he  con-  • 
tinned  substantially  their  servant, — if  in  the  result  they  were 
still  the  owners,  and  he  the  master  of  the  vessel,  then,  al- 
though this  instrument  may  have  been  honestly  intended 
to  secure  to  the  owners  the  benefit  which  they  contracted 
for,  they  cannot  by  such  instrument,  with  whatever  degree 
of  good  faith  it  may  have  been  executed,  divest  themselves 
of  the  liability  thrown  upon  them  by  law.  Though  the 
instrument  be  called  a  charterparty,  there  is  no  magic  in 
the  word,  but  the  Court  must  look  to  its  provisions. 

The  instrument  begins  with  stating,  that  the  owners 
promise  and  agree  with  Beihafn,  that  he  shall  have,  and  he 
is  thereby  accordingly  appointed  to,  the,  command  of  the 
said  ship,  subject  to  certain  restrictions. 

Here  are  no  words  of  demise,  and  though  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  carry  the  argument  to  the  length  of  contending 
that  such  words  would  be  necessary  to  the  case  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  error,  still  it  is  important  to  observe,  tha(  the 
instrument  in  question  does  not  profess  to  part  with  any 
interest  in  the  vessel. 

It  was  well  remarked  in  the  argument  below,  that  the 
first  clause  was  the  key  to  and  explained  the  whole  instru- 
ment. Has  this  clause  the  aspect  of  intending  to  consti- 
tute Betham  the  owner  pro  hdc  vice? 
•  Then  the  owners  are  to  receive,  through  the  medium  of 
a  trustee  for  them,  all  the  freight  They  might  be  en- 
deavouring, by  this  arrangement,  to  shield  themselves  from 
their  liability ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  they  have  suc- 
ceeded in  altering  the  relation  of  owners  and  master. 
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XxeiL  Chamber,      Then  Betham  promises,  not  that  he  will  hire  the  ship, 

1890 

^     but  that  he  will  take  the  command  of  her. 

KswBEftRT         Then  comes  the  appointment  of  Oviafif  as  agent  to  the 

CloLTiM.       owners,  to  superintend  the  stores  and  provisions,  and  these 

were  to  be  provided  at  the  owners*  expense. 

The  memorandum  between  the  defendants  below,  as 
owners,  and  Betham^  as  master,  was  executed  after  the 
tittle  when  the  former  are  supposed  to  have  parted  with 
thei^  ownership  to  Beiham. 

Then  comes  the  power  of  attorney,  which  was  given 
to  the  agent  who  went  on  board  to  superintend  for  the 
owners. 

What  then  is  the  effect  of  this  instrument?  Is  it  a  pe- 
culiar mode  of  appointing  the  master,  or  is  it  an  actual 
parting  with  the  interest  in  the  vessel  pro  kdc  eice,  so  as 
Aat  the  shippers  must  be  taken  to  have  contracted  with 
the  charterer  /7ro  hdc  vice.  If  the  intention  be  doubtful, 
or  if  the  instrument  contain  two  inconsistent  intentions, 
the  argument  of  public  policy  ought  certainly  to  have  con- 
siderable weight.  Many  cases  may  be  put  where  the  pro- 
visions intended  by  the  parties  cannot  be  carried  into  effect. 
Thus,  if  an  estate  in  fee  be  given,  conditions  inconsistent 
with  the  rights  of  tenants  in  fee  would  not  be  carried  into 
effect.  Suppose  an  instrument,  framed  to  give  one  of  two 
partners  a  sha^of  the  profits,  and  no  liability  in  case  of  loss. 
Such  party  would  be  clearly  liable  to  a  third  person,  even 
if  such  third  person  knew  of  the  arrangement ;  the  effect 
of  such  an  instrument  would  be,  to  make  him  a  partner 
with  the  usual  liabilities.  He  could  not  shield  himself 
from  such  responsibility,  because  the  right  to  receive  the 
profits  places  him  in  the  situation  of  a  partner.  The  same 
rule  applies  to  ship-owners.  They  are  liable,  because  they 
appoint  the  master  and  receive  the  freight.  Boucher  v.  Law- 
9on{a).  The  tests  mentioned  in  that  case  apply  here.  It  is 
said,  that  Betham  was  owner  pro  hdc  vice.  Who  then  was 

(«)  Cas.  temp.  IIsmlwr.85. 194. 
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captain?    Was  Beiham  his  own  captain?    He  is  treated  BnA.^«mber^ 
by  the  instrument  as  the  owners'  captain.    Suppose  Be^  ^ 

thatn  had  been  discharged  under  the  provisions  of  this     Newbbrkt 
charterparty  before  he  reached  Calcutta,  and  OvkUt  had       Coltui* 
taken  another  captain^   and    they  had  received  goods 
on  board,  whom  would  the  new  captain  have  bound  by  his 
signature  to  a  bill  of  lading?    Could  it  be  said,  that,  in 
such  cascj  Betham  would  have  been  bound  ? 

[Tindal,  C.  J. — Betham,  in  that  case,  might  still  have 
loaded  the  vessel.] 

Suppose  Betham  had  not  interfered  in  such  loading, 
but  the  shippers  had  taken  bills  of  lading,  signed  by  such 
new  captain,  the  argument  on  the  other  side  must  go  the 
length  of  contending,  that  Betham  alone  would  have  been 
liable. 

Examining  this  contract  by  every  test,  it  seems  not  to 
be  a  contract  by  which  any  right,  interest,  or  property  in 
the  vessel  was  intended  to  pass;  but  a  mere  agreement, 
by  which  Betham  was  to  have  the  command,  partly  for 
the  benefit  of  the  owners,  and  partly  for  his  own  benefit. 
Such  an  agreement  cannot  bind  third  parties,  so  as  to  re« 
lieve  the  owners  from  their  responsibility,  and  the  know- 
ledge of  it  by  such  third  parties  cannot  vary  its  legal  efiect. 

Campbell  in  reply. — To  constitute  a  freighter,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  he  should  have  the  entire  and  absolute 
possession  of  the  hull,  and  the  appointment  of  the  master 
and  crew.  That  is  not  usually  the  case  in  contracts  of 
afFreightment  in  this  country.  In  Saville  v.  Campion^), 
and  Tate  v.  Meek  (&),  although  there  was  a  clear  freight- 
ing, it  was  still  held,  that  the  absolute  owners  were  so  far 
in  possession,  as  to  have  a  lien  for  the  freight  under  the 
charter.  The  words  and  provisions  of  the  present  charter 
win  be  found  to  be  nearly  similar  to  those  in  ordinary  use. 

(c)  2  B.  &  A.  503.  (6)  8  Taunt.  260. 


S06  CAS£»  IN  TH£  EX€HEQVEK, 

Exeh.  Chamber,  and  Soaves  V.  Thornton  la\  which  are  cases  as  to  bar- 
^^..^^^L^  ratry^  are  in  conformity  with  these  later  decisions.  ' 
Newbbrrt  It  remains  to  be  shewn,  that  the  instrument  in  question 
CoLviN.  was  a  charterparty.  What  is  there  to  prevent  Betham 
being  the  charterer?  It  may  be  conceded,  that  the  Jury 
might  have  found  the  transaction  to  be  a  contrivance  and 
a  collusive  arrangement,  whereby  the  owners  were  trying 
to  avoid  their  responsibility.  But  the  Jury  have  expressly 
found,  that  the  transaction  was  bond  fide.  Th6  meaning  of 
a  charterparty  is,  that  the  owner  enters  into  an  agreement 
with  an  individual,  that  such  individual  may  have  the  use 
of  the  ship,  and  may  put  her  up  as  a  general  ship,  so  that 
the  sum  to  be  received  by  the  owner  of  the  ship  shall  not 
depend  on  the  profits  to  be  made  by  the  ship,  but  that,  in- 
dependently of  the  employment  of  the  ship,  the  general 
owner  is  secure.  Now^  in  the  present  case,  Betham  was  to 
take  out  what  goods  he  chose,  and  he  was  at  liberty  to 
send  the  vessel  from  Calcutta  on  intermediate  voyages,  for 
a  certain  period.  Then  he  was  to  bring  her  to  London, 
and  to  pay  the  residue  of  the  monthly  freight  to  the  de- 
fendants below,  on  arrival.  This  was  surely  a  charter- 
party,  and  it  lies  on  the  other  side  to  shew  that  this  was 
not  a  charter. 

It  is  objected  that  there  are  no  words  of  demise.  This 
is  quite  immaterial. 

.    [Tindalf  C.  J. — Here  are  the  words,  for  the  use  or  hire 
of  the  said  ship]. 

Even  in  the  case  of  laftid,  the  word  demise  need  not  be 
used.  If  the  party  is  to  take  the  profits,  it  amounts  to  a 
demise  in  law.  So,  any  words,  which  shew  that  the  party 
is  to  have  the  use  of  the  vessel,  amount  to  a  charterparty. 
The  reservation  of  certain  room  to  the  owners,  shews, 
that,  without  such  reservation,  the  use  of  the  entire  vessel 
would  have  passed. 

(a)  7  Taunt.  627. 
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Another  objection  is,  that  the  defendants    below  ap-  Exch,  cumber, 
pointed  the  master  and  crew.      That  is  the  almost  uni-     ^     \  '  ^ 
versal  practice  where  a  ship  is  let  to  hire.    When  the     Kewbirry 
voyage  begins,  they  become  the  servants  of  the  freighter,       colvin.- 
and  cease  to  be  the  agents  of  the  absolute  owner. 

No  reliance  can  be  placed  on  the  circumstance  of  Be^ 
ihanis  being  the  master,  or  it  would  be  necessary  to  go  . 
the  length  of  holding,  that  the  master  could  never  be  the 
freigliter. .  The  master,  in  such  case,  is  primd  facie  the 
agent  of  the  owner;  but  if  the  shipper  knows  that  he  is 
the  freighter,  he  contracts  with  him,  not  as  master  and 
agent  of  the  owner,  but  as  carrier.  In  such  case,  he  ceases 
to  be  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  he  is  no  longer  liable  to 
the  owner's  control.  . 

The  circumstance  of  a  third  person  going  out  in  the  ship 
as  an  agent  for  the  owners,  will  cilso  be  relied  on;  but  nei- 
ther he,  nor  tlie  owners  themselves  if  present,  could  have 
interfered,  especially  with  relation  to  the  taking  on  board 
goods.  That  person  merely  went  to  do  what  the  owners 
could  have  done  if  present — as,  to  take  advantage  of  the 
clause  for  re-entry  if  the  charter  should  be  broken,  and  to 
superintend  the  stores  and  provisions. 

But  the  other  side  will  chiefly  rely,  as  they  did  in  the 
Court  below,  on  the  arrangement  which  was  entered  into 
as  to  the  freight  bills.  The  bills  for  the  homeward  freight 
were  to  be  remitted  to  a  house  in  London^  to  be  held  by 
them  as  trustees,  first  .to  secure  the  freight  due  to  the  de- 
fendants below,  and  then  to  pay  the  residue  to  Betkam.  This 
arrangement  is  merely  a  security,  and  cannot  prevent  the 
instrument  from  being  a  charterparty,  any  more  than  if  the 
freight  in  question  had  been  to   be  secured  by   freight^ 
bills,  for  goods  carried  in  another  ship,  of  which  Beiham 
bad  been  actual  owner.     It  might,  indeed,  with  the  other 
facts  of  the  case,  have  been  evidence  of  collusion;  but 
•  the  Jury  have  distinctly  negatived  that  view  of  the  case.    - 
The  Court  below  do  not  appear  to  have  adverted  suffi- 
ciently to  the  fact  of  the  bona  Jides  being  found  by  the 
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^***iMO**^'  dar  months  certain,  and  until  her  return  to  the  port  of 
^      V     /     London^  and  clearance,  or  up  to  the  day  of  her  being  losti 
NcwBERRT     captured,  or  last  seen  or  heard  of." 
CoLvnf.  But  it  is  objected  by  the  plaintiffs  below,  that  such  con- 

tract contains  no  words  of  express  demise ;  and  undoubt- 
edly it  does  not.  But  even  in  a  lease  of  lands,  no  such 
words  are  absolutely  necessary.  '*  But  any  words  which 
amount  to  a  grant,  are  sufficient  for  a  lease**  (a).  And 
there  are  cases  in  the  books,  that  if  a  man  covenants  that 
A.  shall  have  the  land  for  a  term,  rendering  rent,  or  that 
the  covenantee  shall  enjoy  the  land  (6),  these  words  would 
amount  to  a  lease.  Now,  the  present  case  comes  very 
near  those  referred  to;  for  the  owners  do  covenant,  that 
the  ship  shall  be  kept  in  the  service  of  Beiham  for  a  cer- 
tain time;  Beiham  covenants  that  he  will  receive  her  into 
his  service  during  that  time,  and  that  he  will  pay  for  the 
use  or  hire  of  her,  a  certain  freight.  Stipulations,  that 
appear  equivalent,  in  their  effect,  to  an  actual  demise  of  the 
ship. 

But  further,  the  whole  of  the  ship  is  so  far  parted  with, 
that  it  is  thought  necessary  that  Beiham  should  covenant 
with  the  owners,  that  they  should  have  liberty  to  load,  on 
the  outward  voyage,  iron  and  other  articles,  not  exceeding 
in  the  whole  100  tons. 

Again,  the  mode  in  which  the  ship  was  to  be  used,  and 
in  which  the  freight  reser?ed  by  the  charterparty  is  to  be 
paid,  support  the  same  construction  of  the  charterparty. 
The  ship,  both  on  her  outward  and  homeward  voyage, 
was  to  be  put  up  by  Beiham^  (in  many  parts  of  the  charter 
called  the  freighter),  as  a  general  carrying  ship.  The 
freight,  which  the  owners  stipulate  to  receive  from  him, 
is  quite  independent  of  that  which  he  receives  for  the  car* 
riage  of  goods;  theirs  is  a  time  freight,  his  depends  on 
the  carriage  of  the  goods  shipped.    If  the  ship  went  out 

(a)  Co.  Liu.  45.  b.  {b)  R.  1  Leon.  136. 
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ii^ithout  any  cargo^  or  was  lost  before  her  arrival  at  her  ^ch.  Chamber, 
outward  or  homeward  port  of  destination,  (in  which  cases  ^ 

Beiham  might  receive  no  freight),  the  owners  would  still  Newbeery 
receive  the  same  amount  as  if  she  had  returned  full,  or,  Cqlvin. 
in  case  of  the  loss  of  the  ship,  up  to  the  day  of  her  loss. 
Under  these  circumstances,  we  think  the  captain,  in  put* 
ting  up  the  ship  as  a  general  ship,  and  signing  bills  of  lad-^ 
ing,  cannot  be  considered  as  acting  as  the  servant  or  agent 
I  of  the  ship  owners,  or  in  any  other  manner  than  as  the 
temporary  owner  of  the  ship. 

Three  objections  have  been  principally  relied  on  in  argu^ 
ment  by  the  defendants  in  error.  First,  that  the  same 
person  who  takes  the  ship  as  freighter,  was  himself  appoint- 
ed the  captain  by  the  owners  of  the  ship.  Zndly,  That  a^ 
agent  was  put  on  board  by  the  owners  with  powers  incon^ 
sistent  with  Bethanis  ownership  of  the  vessel  pro  tempore. 
And  Zrdly,  That  the  owners  virtually  received  the  bene- 
fit of  the  homeward  freight,  by  the  transmission  of  the 
freight  bills  to  England. 

But  with  respect  to  the  first  objection,  it  is  almost  the 
invariable  practice  and  usage,  that  the  owners  of  a  ship, 
although  they  let  it  out  upon  freight  to  a  charterer,  do  thenh- 
selves  appoint  the  captain  and  the  crew ;  the  chartering  of 
the  ship  not  being  so  much  the  chartering  of  the  hull,  as  of 
the  ship  in  a  state  fit  for  the  purposes  of  mercantile  ad»- 
venture.  There  seems  no  reason,  therefore,  that  the  char- 
tering of  the  ship,  in  any  particular  case,  to  the  captain  of . 
that  ship,  should  create  any  more  responsibility  in  the 
owners  to  the  shippers  of  goods,  where  such  fact  is  made 
known  to  them,  than  if  the  ship  were  freighted  to  an  en- 
tire stranger. 

The  second  objection  is  answered  by  reference  to  the 
cbarterparty,  by  which  it  appears,  that  the  authority  of 
the  agent  was  limited  to  the  superintendence  of  the  acts 
of  Bethanif  as  captain,  and  not  as  freighter;  the  utmost 
authority  given  to  the  agent  being  that  of  displacing  the 
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Xxtik.  Chmmhtr^  master  and  appointing  anotherj  in  case  Betham  should  be 

^     guilty  of  a  breach  of  any  of  the  covenants  or  agreements 

NswBBaRT     on  his  part.     But  if  Betham  ceased  to  be  master^  he  did, 

CoLYiii.       nevertheless^  by  the  terms  of  the  charterparty,  continue  to 

be  the  freighter  of  the  ship,  possessing  the  same  power  to 

take  goods  on  board,  and  liable  to  the  same  responsibilities, 

on  the  one  hand,  to  the  owners,  for  the  time-frright  for  which 

he  had  contracted;  on  the  other  hand,  to  the  shippers  of 

goods,  for  the  safe  conveyance  of  the  goods  shipped. 

As  to  the  third  objection,  the  charterparty  gives  the 
owners  a  security  upon  freight  bills  received  by  the  freight- 
er, but  gives  the  owners  no  direct  or  immediate  interest  in 
the  freight  earned,  the  whole  of  the  surplus  of  which  be- 
longs to  Betham.  If  Betham  had  obtained  no  homeward 
cargo  from  Calcutta^  so  that  no  freight  bills  could  have 
been  transmitted,  the  owners  would  still  have  been  entitled 
to  their  time-freight.  The  freight  earned  by  Betham  on 
the  intermediate  voyage,  for  twelve  months  in  India,  does 
not  become  a  security  to  the  owners.  Even  in  the  home- 
ward voyage,  if  the  ship  had  been  lost,  there  might  have 
been  no  freight  payable  to  the  freighter,  but  still  he  must 
have  made  good  his  own  liability  to  a  monthly  freight,  for 
the  use  and  hire  of  the  vessel. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  that  the  effect 
of  this  charterparty  was  to  make  the  freighter  the  legal 
owner  of  this  ship  pro  tempore^  and  that  the  freight  fur 
the  carriage  of  these  goods  was  paid  to  him  for  his  own 
use ;  and  consequently,  that  the  defendants  below  are  not 
liable  to  an  action  for  the  non-delivery  of  the  goods.  We 
therefore  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  KingM 
Bench  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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£jreA.  of  Pkm, 
1830. 

Cooper  r,  Hawkes. 

J.N  this  case  the  defendant  pleaded  the  delivery  of  two  Whereadefend- 
pipes  of  wine  in  accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  deiaytTn"ihere 
claim ;  the  plaintifi*  took  issue  on  this  plea^  and  the  defend-  ^'!  ^^^  ^  ""^~   ^ 

/w  f«rtt  4/»     *^*®"^  number  of 

ant  demurred  to  the  plaintiff^ s  replication  for  delay.     Af-  days  in  the  Term 

...j.i  ii^-i.  •  A^o  enable  the 

ter  jomder  m  demurrer^  no  rule  navmg  been  given  to  puintiff  to  con- 
bring  in  the  demurrer  books«  and  no  paper  books  having  fo^tochemuai 
been  in  fact  delivered,  Alexander ,  on  ScUurday^  27th  iVb-  >es  of  demur- 
vernier,  moved  for  a  concilium  to  be  drawn  up  on  Mon-  will  allow  a 
day  the  last  day  of  Term,  29th  November.  He  cited  Tidd's  J^^^tJeZT* 
Practice^  789,  where  it  is  laid  down,  that  **  where  a  sham  ^y  *>"*  ^^^  ©^ 

1       .       ,      ,    ,  ,        ,  /  ...  the  Term,  to  be 

plea  IS  pleaded,  and  a  demurrer  to  the  replication  appears  drawn  up  for 
to  have  been  filed  for  delay,  the  Court,  when  there  are  not  Term^aithough 
four  days  remaining  of  the  Term,  will  grant  a  concilium  for  "o  ™J«  *>«  g»^^n 
the  last  day  of  it.     And  where  it  appeared  that  the  de-  paper  books, 
fendant  had  demurred  for  delay,  the  Court  refused  to  set  books\e*in  fact 
aside  an  order  for  a  conciHum,  although  four  days  had  not  ^^^*^^'^^ 
been  given  to  the  defendant  to  return  the  demurrer  book.*' 

Chiltonf  contra,  contended,  that  the  rule  could  not  be 
granted.  By  the  practice  of  this  Court,  the  rule  for  a 
concilium  is  a  four-day  rule,  and  before  a  concilium  can 
be  moved  for,  there  must  be  a  four-day  rule  to  bring  in 
the  demurrer  books.  These  intervals  of  time  are  neces- 
sary, to  enable  the  Court  to  see  what  the  real  nature  of 
the  case  is,  and  ought  not  in  practice  to  be  dispensed  with, 
TheUussen  v.  Bailie  (a).  In  this  case,  no  rule  has  been 
given  to  bring  in  the  demurrer  books,  and  they  have  not  in 
fact  been  delivered.  The  cases  cited  by  Tidd  do  not 
support  his  position.  In  Gent  v.  Vandermoolen  (6),  the  rule 
to  bring  in  the  demurrer  books  had  been  waived,  and  in 
iact  the  books  had  been  delivered.     So,  in  Harrison  v. 

(a)  2  Anstr.  409.  (6)  M.  &  Y.  246. 
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Exch.  of  Pieag,  RicAardsofi  {a),  the  books  had  actually  been  delivered,  and 

the  rule  for  the  concilium  was  drawn  up  as  a  four-day  rule. 


Cooper 

9. 

Hawkes. 


The  Master  certified  that  the  practice  requiring  a  four- 
day  rule  to  bring  in  the  demurrer  books,  and  a  four-day 
rule  for  a  concilium,  had,  on  some  occasions,  been  relaxed, 
where  the  demurrer  was  obviously  for  delay. 

Bayley,  B. — As  there  are  instances  in  which  the  strict 
rule  of  practice  has  been  departed  from,  and  this  is  a  very 
fit  case  for  a  departure  from  that  rule,  let  the  concilium 
be  drawn  up  for  the  last  day  of  Term.  -^ 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  M.  &  Y.  246. 


Repenue. 

Where  a  trader 
harboun  and 
conceab  smug- 
i^led  KOodM,  he 
is  liable  In  pe- 
nalties for  the  il 
legal  act  of  a 
senrant,  done  in 
the  conduct  of 
the  basineia, 
'«nth  a  view  to 
protect  the 
smuggled  goods, 
though  the  mas- 
ter be  absent  at 
the  time,  and 
the  act  be  done 
by  the  servsnt 
upon  the  exi- 
gency of  the  oc- 
casion, when  the 
goods  are  dis- 
covered. 


The  Attorney-General  r.  Siddon. 

Information  for  penalties.  The  second  count  of 
the  information  charged,  that  the  defendant  harboured 
and  concealed  tobacco,  the  duty  thereon  not  having  been 
first  paid ;  and  the  seventh  count  charged,  that  the  de- 
fendant used  and  employed  a  certain  permit  for  another 
purpose  than  to  accompany  the  goods  for  which  it  had 
been  obtained  and  granted. 

At  the  trial,  before  Alexander,  L.  C.  B.,  at  the  Middle- 
sex Sittings  after  Easier  Term,  the  following  appeared  to 
be  the  facts  of  the  case : — An  excise  ofiicer,  upon  making 
his  survey,  discovered  upon  the  premises  of  the  defendant 
a  quantity  of  tobacco,  for  which  he  requested  to  see  the 
permit.  The  servant  of  the  defendant,  who  managed  his 
business,  said,  that  he  had  a  permit,  and  should  be  able  to 
find  it,  if  it  were  not  in  the  desk,  which  was  locked  up.  In 
fact,  there  was  no  permit  for  this  tobacco ;  but  the  servant 
sent  a  boy  and  obtained  a  permit  for  the  removal  of  tobac- 
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CO  from  the  stock  of  S.  ^  Co.  to  the  stock  of  the  defendant, 
which  he  produced  to  the  excise  officer,  as  the  permit  for 
the  removal  of  the  tobacco  discovered.  This  permit  was 
for  the  removal  of  a  different  description  of  tobacco,  and 
was  granted,  as  appeared  by  the  date,  after  the  discovery 
was  made  by  the  excise  officer.  At  the  time  of  this  dis- 
covery, the  defendant  was  from  home,  and  had  been  absent 
for  some  time  previously.  Upon  these  facts,  it  was  con- 
tended, that  this  being  in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  proceed- 
ing, the  defendant  was  not  hable  for  the  act  of  his  servant, 
unless  the  act  was  done  with  his  knowledge  and  privity,  of 
which  there  was  no  evidence ;  but  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 
told  the  Jury,  that  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the  act  of 
his  agent  in  the  conduct  of  his  business;  and  the  Jury, 
under  this  direction,  found  a  verdict  for  the  Crown,  upon 
the  second  and  seventh  counts. 
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Revetme^ 

1830. 


Att.  Gex. 

f». 

SlDOON, 


In  Trinity  Term,  Jervis  obtained  a  rule  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  on  the  seventh  count,  or  for  a  new 
trial;  against  which — 

Clarke  and  Walton  shewed  cause.  An  information  for 
penalties  is  not  strictly  a  criminal  proceeding,  but  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  civil  remedy,  to  recover  a  debt  due  to  the 
Crown.  In  a  case  like  the  present,  therefore,  the  master 
is  answerable  for  the  act  of  his  servant,  done  in  the  con- 
duct of  his  business,  although  it  may  be  admitted,  that  for 
a  felony,  he  would  not  be  liable.  There  are  many  authori- 
ties for  the  liability  of  the  principal  in  such  cases.  Thus, 
a  master  may  be  charged  in  trover  for  a  conversion  by  his 
servant,  Mead  v.  Hamond{a),  although  the  servant  is  also 
liable;  Stephens  v.  Elwall{b)\  and  a  sheriff  is  liable  for 
the  act  of  his  officer.-  Brown  v.  Compton{c).  In  a  late  case. 
Rex  V.  Gutch{d),  this  doctrine  was  fully  discussed.     That 


(a)Str.505.    (6)  4  M.  &  S.  259.    (c)8T.R.424.    (<;)  M.  &  M.  433. 
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Revenue, 
1830. 


Att.  Gen. 

r. 

SlDDON. 


was  an  information  for  a  libel  in  a  newspaper,  andi  it  np^ 
pearing  that  the  defendant  never  interfered  in  the  manage^ 
ment  of  the  paper,  and  was,  at  the  time  of  the  publication, 
at  a  distance  of  more  than  100  miles  from  London^  where 
the  paper  was  published^  it  was  contended  that  he  was  not 
liable  for  the  act  of  his  agent.  But  Lord  Tenterden  was 
of  opinion,  that  a  person  who  derives  profit  from,  and  fur- 
nishes the  means  for  carrying  on  the  concern,  and  intrusta 
the  conduct  of  it  to  one  whom  he  selects,  and  in  whom  he 
confides,  is  answerable  for  the  act  of  that  agent :  and  the 
defendant  was  found  guilty.  80,  here,  the  act  is  done  in 
the  business  of  the  defendant,  from  which  he  derives  a 
profit,  and  by  a  person  selected  by  the  defendant,  and  in 
whom  he  confides.  To  hold  the  defendant  irresponsible, 
would  be  to  paralize  the  revenue  laws,  for,  if  absence  were 
an  excuse,  no  penalty  could  ever  be  enforced,  and  the  laws 
might  be  evaded  with  impunity. 


John  Jervis,  contra.— The  argument  of  inconvenience 
cannot  apply,  for  the  party  who  does  the  act  is  responsi- 
ble, and  by  proceeding  in  rem  the  goods  are  forfeited. 
Strictly  speaking,  this  is  not  a  criminal  proceeding;  but  it 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  proceeding,  inasmuch  that  no 
new  trial  can  be  granted  after  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
and  therefore  it  must  be  regulated  by  the  same  rules  as  if 
it  were  strictly  a  proceeding  of  that  nature.  Now,  it  must 
be  admitted,  that,  in  a  civil  proceeding,  a  principal  will  be 
answerable  for  the  act  of  his  servant,  done  in  his  master's 
employ;  but  even  this  is  subject  to  this  limitation,  vie.  that 
a  master  is  not  liable  for  an  act  done  wilfully  by  his  ser- 
vant. M^Manus  v.  CrickeU{a),  Boucher  v,  Noidstrom{b\ 
Croft  V.  AUson{c),  Nor  is  he  liable  for  an  act  done  by 
the  servant  exceeding  his  authority,  either  express  or  im- 
plied.    Thus,  if  *'  I  command  my  servant  to  distrain,  and 


(c)  I  East,  106.         (6)  .1  Taunt.  568.         (c)  4  fi.  &  A.  590. 
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he  ride  on  the  distress,  he  shall  be  punished,  and  not  L** 
Noy8  Maxims f  c.  44.  A  sheriff  is  liable  for  the  act  of  his 
officer,  upon  grounds  of  public  policy,  and  a  proprietor  .of 
a  newspaper  is  liable  for  a  pubUcation  by  his  editor,  upon 
grounds  of  public  expediency,  and  because  where  the 
conduct  of  the  paper  is  wholly  intrusted  to  the  editor, 
every  publication  is  within  the  scope  of  this  general  au- 
thority, and  a  particular  authority  is  presumed  for  the  par- 
ticular publication.  But  there  is  no  case  in  which  a  mas- 
ter has  been  held  liable  for  the  act  of  a  servant,  who  quits 
sight  of  the  object  for  which  he  is  employed,  and,  without 
having  in  view  his  master's  orders,  does  that  which  his 
own  malice  and  his  own  will  suggest.  In  a  case  Uke  the 
present,  an  authority  cannot  be  presumed  for  an  act  which 
is  illegal,  and  certainly  the  master  can  only  be  liable,  upon  a 
finding  by  the  Jury,  that  the  servant  had  authority,  either 
express  or  implied,  to  do  the  act.  In  /2.  v.  Gutch,  the  ques- 
tion of  authority  was  left  to  the  Jury,  and  the  same  course 
ought  to  have  been  adopted  in  this  case.  But  if  this  be 
viewed  strictly  as  a  criminal  proceeding,  it  is  clear  that  the 
defendant  will  not  be  liable.  The  rule  of  the  criminal  law 
is,  that  he  only  is  liable  who  does  the  act,  or  procures  it  to 
be  done.  IL  v.  Huggins{a)*  No  authority  can  be  pre- 
sumed; and  if  the  agent  wilfully  commit  an  act  varying  in 
substance  from  the  instigation,  or  the  same  act  upon  a  dif- 
ferent object,  the  principal  will  not  be  liable.  There  are 
cases  in  which  a  master  has  been  held  liable  for  the  acts  of 
his  servant  in  selling  articles  in  which  his  master  deals, 
and  in  the  manufacture  of  articles  which  the  master  him- 
self is  presumed  to  make.  Such  was  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Dixon  (6),  in  which  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  mixing 
crude  alum  with  bread;  and  it  appeared  that  the  alum  in 
question  was  mixed  by  the  foreman  of  the  defendant,  and 
that,  if  diluted  and  used  in  moderate  quantities,  it  was  in- 
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noxious;  but  the  Court  held  that  the  defendant  was  liable. 
In  that  case  I  it  did  not  appear  clearly ,  that  the  defendant 
was  ignorant  of  the  act  of  his  servant ;  but^  on  the  con- 
trary^ he  knew  that  a  certain  quantity  of  alum  was  used; 
the  servant^  therefore,  had  authority  to  do  the  act :  and, 
in  selling  the  articles  of  his  master's  trade,  a  servant  has 
also  an  authority,  for  he  acts  within  the  ordinary  scope  of 
the  general  authority  received  from  his  master. 

Clarke,  in  reply. — The  distinction  between  the  liability 
of  a  master  for  the  act  of  his  servant,  in  a  civil  and  criminal 
proceeding,  ifi  well  understood.  If  the  servant  of  a  che- 
mist sell  poison  in  his  master's  shop,  by  mistake,  and  the 
purchaser  take  it  and  die,  the  master  is  not  liable;  but  if 
the  purchaser  take  it  and  recover,  the  master  is  liable  in 
a  civil  action  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant. 

Cur*  adv.  vuli. 


Alexander,  L.  C.  B.,  (after  stating  the  pleadings  and 
facts  of  the  case,  proceeded  thus): — 

The  objection  to  the  conviction  which  took  place  in  this 
case  was,  that  the  master,  the  defendant,  did  not  appear 
to  have  taken  any  personal  share  in  the  transaction,  and 
the  controversy  was,  whether  he  was  liable  in  these  pro* 
ceedings  for  the  act  of  his  servant.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
he  was  liable.  The  second  count,  on  which  the  defendant 
was  also  convicted,  was  for  harbouring  and  concealing  this 
tobacco.  There  was  no  evidence  to  warrant  the  convic- 
tion upon  that  count,  except  that  the  tobacco  was  found 
on  the  premises  of  the  defendant.  It  is  an  occurrence  of 
every  day  to  convict  upon  such  evidence,  and  if  the  rule 
were  otherwise,  the  laws  would  be  completely  inoperative. 
It  is  always  competent  to  the  defendant  to  prove  his  inno- 
cence if  he  can,  but  the  finding  is  primd  fade  evidence 
upon  which  these  convictions  proceed.     If  he  does  not 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1  WILL.  IV. 


prove  his  innocence,  the  law  presumes  his  guilt  from  the 
fact  of  the  goods  being  found  concealed  upon  his  pre* 
mises. 

Now,  it  appears  to  me,  that  for  the  same  reasons  and 
upon  the  same  principles,  whatever  a  servant  does  in  the 
course  of  the  employment  with  which  he  is  intrusted,  and 
as  a  part  of  it,  is  the  master's  act.  The  legal  presump- 
tion is  so,  unless  the  contrary  be  shewn.  It  is  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  master  authorized  it. 

This  is  admitted  to  be  true,  as  far  as*  civil  liability  goes; 
but  it  is  argued  that  it  is  not  true  as  to  criminal  or  penal  con- 
sequences. How  far  this  rule  may  extend  in  criminal  pro- 
ceedings, I  will  not  upon  this  occasion  presume  to  say,  but, 
to  a  certain  extent,  it  unquestionably  has  been  applied  to 
criminal  proceedings.  The  cases  of  The  King  v.  Dixon  (a), 
and  The  King  v.  Gutch^  are  of  that  description. 

In  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Dixon,  it  appeared  that 
alum,  though  prohibited,  was  no  unhealthy  or  mischievous 
thing,  if  mixed  in  a  particular  form,  and  if  properly  mixed ; 
but  that,  if  it  was  done  imprudently  or  inadvertently  in  a 
crude  state,  it  was  extremely  mischievous;  in  which  state 
it  had  been  mixed  in  that  case.  No  doubt  the  master  had 
authorized  its  mixture,  but  he  had  probably  intended  that 
it  should  be  mixed  in  the  proper  way  of  mixing  it,  so  as 
not  to  be  mischievous,  although  even  then  it  is  a  breach  of 
the  law;  but  he  was  indicted  and  convicted,  and,  I  be- 
lieve, punished,  upon  the  principle  of  being  liable  for  the 
acts  of  his  servant. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me,  however,  upon  the  present 
occasion,  and  for  the  present  purpose,  to  say  how  far  this 
principle  might  extend,  for  I  think  it  quite  clear,  that  it  ex- 
tends to  this  case.  The  provisions  of  the  legislature  would 
be  inefficacious,  if  the  master  for  whose  benefit  the  opera- 
tion is  intended,  were  to  escape  these  penalties  which  the 
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legislature  has  imposed,  where  the  act  was  done  in  pursuance 
of  the  general  purpose,  which  the  servant  was  undoubtedly 
authorized  by  the  master  to  carry  into  effect.  It  is  evi- 
dent, that  all  those  provisions  would,  but  for  this  construc- 
tion, be  unavaUing. 

The  argument,  in  some  measure,  proceeds  upon  a  notion 
that  this  is  a  criminal  proceeding.  For  some  purposes, 
unquestionably,  this  proceeding  has  received  a  narrow  con- 
struction, because  it  resembles,  in  some  respects,  a  criminal 
proceeding;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  said  to  be  a  civil 
demand  of  the  Crown.  Without  entering  into  that  ques- 
tion, I  think,  that  the  doctrine  of  responsibility  applies  to 
this  case,  and  that  the  demand  of  the  Crown  would,  in 
very  few  instances,  be  effectuated,  if  it  were  understood 
that  the  master  was  not  liable  for  the  conduct  of  his  ser- 
vant. Then  a  man  of  straw  would  be  put  up,  and  the  real 
person  who  was  to  derive  the  benefit,  and  who  could  alone 
be  effectually  subjected  to  the  demand  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown,  would  escape.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  rule 
must  be  discharged,  and  that  the  conviction  upon  the  se- 
venth count  is  perfectly  right. 


Bayley,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  with  the  L.  C.  B. 
In  the  first  place,  I  consider  this  as  being  not  properly  a 
criminal  proceeding,  but  a  civil  proceeding,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recovering  that  which  is  a  debt  of  the  Crown.  It 
is  a  penal  proceeding.  An  action  to  recover  the  amount 
of  penalties  for  giving  receipts  upon  unstamped  paper,  is 
a  penal  proceeding.  But  I  do  not  consider  that  as  being 
a  Criminal  proceeding.  But  whatever  the  nature  of  this 
proceeding  is,  whether  penal  or  merely  civil,  this  is  a  case  in 
which,  to  my  mind,  the  act  of  the  servant  is  to  be  consider- 
ed as  being  an  act  done  in  the  master's  business,  and  with- 
in the  scope  of  the  authority  probably  given  by  the  mas- 
ter to  the  servant. 
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This  is  not  the  ordinary  case  of  a  servant  selling  in  his 
master's  shop  the  articles  in  which  the  master  deals,  in 
which  it  is  quite  clear  that  he  is  acting  within  the  ordinary 
scope  of  the  authority  which  he  has  received  from  his 
master,  and  therefore  that  the  act  of  the  servant,  in  making 
the  sale,  is  the  master's  act ;  upon  which  principle  all  the 
cases  of  libel  have  gone.  The  King  v.  Almon  (a),  The 
King  V.  Gutch{b).  In  these  cases,  the  act  of  the  servant 
was  considered  as  being  the  master's  act. 

Neither  is  this  the  case  of  an  act  done  by  a  servant  in 
the  manufacture  of  articles  which  the  master  is  himself  to 
manufacture.  There  the  servant  is  merely  acting  in  the 
business  of  the  master,  and  within  the  scope  of  the  au* 
thority  which  he  actually  receives  from  his  master*  The 
authority  which  he  receives  from  his  master  is  an  autho*^ 
rity  to  make  and  manufacture,  and  the  master  is  responsi- 
ble for  his  conduct  primdfacie^  as  to  the  means  he  adopts 
in  making  and  manufacturing. 

But  this  is  a  case  certainly  of  a  different  description, 
and  I  agree  with  the  distinction  that  was  taken  when 
it  was  argued,  that  this  does  not  fall  within  the  ordinary 
range  of  the  cases  of  a  servant's  act  being  the  master's 
act.  But,  in  order  to  form  a  judgment,  whether  this  is  the 
master^s  act  or  not,  and  within  the  scope  of  the  authority 
which  ought  to  be  considered  as  given  by  the  master  to 
the  servant,  you  must  look  at  the  nature  of  the  act,  and 
see  with  what  view  that  act  was  done,  and  the  participa'^ 
tion  which  the  master  had  in  any  thing  to  which  that  act 
referred. 

This  is  the  case  of  a  servant  of  a  fraudulent  master,  en« 
deavouring,  by  his  own  act,  to  conceal  his  master's  fraud, 
and  to  prevent  the  consequences  which  would  otherwise 
fall  upon  the  master  in  respect  of  that  fraud.  From  the 
nature  of  the  service  in  which  the  party  is  employed,  and 
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*rroin  the  conduct  of  the  master  in  his  fraud,  you  may  infer 
whether  or  no  the  servant  had  primd facie  an  authority  from 
the  master;  not  perhaps,  specifically,  for  the  doing  of  this 
specific  act,  but  for  the  purpose  of  doing  that  which,  in  the 
exercise  of  his  discretion,  upon  a  moment  of  embarrass- 
ment, which  the  possession  of  an  improper  article  might 
naturally  create,  the  servant  should  think  and  deem  to  be 
best. 

In  this  case,  the  master  has,  upon  his  premises,  certain 
goods,  which  are  unlicensed;  they  are  there  without  a  re- 
gular permit;  a  detention  of  these  goods  would  bring  upon 
the  master  loss  of  character,  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  would 
bring  upon  him  loss  of  property,  and  subject  him  to  pecu- 
niary penalties.     Under  these  circumstances,  the  master, 
having  full  knowledge  that  the  things  were  there,  (for  we  are 
bound  to  consider  that  as  an  ingredient  in  the  case),  and 
knowing  what  the  consequences  of  their  detection  would  be; 
what,  in  the  course  of  such  a  business  so  illegally  carried  on, 
is  the  authority  which  you  would  naturally  expect  to  be  giv- 
en by  the  master  to  the  servant?  I  cannot  conceive  that  it 
would  be  any  thing  short  of  this:  Do  what  you  can  to  save 
my  character;  do  what  you  can  to  save  my  property;  do 
what  you  think  reasonable  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  me 
from  the  penalties  which  will  follow  detection.     Has  the 
servant  any  purpose  of  his  own  to  answer?    None.  In  the 
conduct  he  pursues,  he  acts  not  for  his  own  benefit,  but 
for  the  benefit  of  his  master.      It  matters  not  to  him 
whether  the  articles  are  seized  or  are  not  seized.     When 
a  servant  is  concerned  in  an  illegal  trade  of  this  descrip- 
tion, it  is  clearly  for  the  benefit  of  the  master.     The 
servant  runs   a  great  personal  risk;    and  why?   It  can 
only  be  with  a  view  to  protect  his  master.     When,  in  the 
case  of  a  master  sanctioning  and  carrying  on  an  illegal 
traffic  of  this  description,  the  servant  adopts  means  which 
are  calculated  to  save  the  master,  and  which  can  have  no 
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other  object,  it  seems  to  me,  that,  primd  faciei  the  act 
which  the  servant  adopts  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the 
master  ought  to  be  considered  as  being  an  act  done  by 
him  in  the  service  of  such  master,  for  the  benefit  of  such 
master,  and  within  the  probable  authority  which  the 
master  gives  to  the  servant  with  reference  to  articles  of 
that  description.  It  is  upon  this  ground,  I  think,  that 
there  was  primd  facie  evidence  to  charge  the  master 
with  the  act  of  the  servant  in  this  particular  case,  so  that 
the  act  of  the  servant  was  to  be  deemed  the  master's  act, 
and  within  the  scope  of  that  authority,  which  it  was  like- 
ly the  master  would  give  with  reference  to  articles  of 
that  description.  We  must  always  form  our  judgment  of 
the  extent  and  nature  of  the  authority  which  the  master 
confers  upon  his  servant,  by  the  nature  and  character  of 
the  business  in  which  the  servant  is  to  be  from  time  to  time 
employed. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  in  this  case,  there  was 
primd  facie  evidence  to  shew,  that  the  act  of  the  servant 
was  the  act  of  th^  master.  The  master  was  certainly  at 
liberty  to  have  produced  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
butting that  primd  facie  case;  but,  in  the  absence  of  any 
eiddence  to  rebut  that  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  was 
rightly  left  to  the  Jury,  and  that  the  Jury  were  bound  to 
consider  it  as  being  the  master's  act,  and  that,  consequent- 
ly, the  verdict  on  the  seventh  count  is  right 
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Garrow,  B. — ^The  case  oiRex  v.  Dixon  is,  to  my  mind, 
decisive  of  the  present.  The  extent  of  the  authority  can  on- 
ly be  gathered  from  the  circumstances  of  each  case ;  and 
when  you  find  the  master  in  the  possession  of  illegal  goods, 
the  act  of  the  servant,  for  the  protection  of  those  goods, 
with  no  personal  object  in  view,  is,  in  my  opinion,  primd 
facie  the  act  of  the  master. 


Vaughan,  B. — I  entirely  concur,  not  only  in  the  deci- 
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sion  wliich  the  Court  have  come  to  upoti  this  question,  but 
in  the  reasons  which  have  been  given  for  that  decision.  I 
agree,  that,  in  order  to  fix  a  party  with  the  penalties  of  the 
statute,  it  is  necessary  that  the  Jury  should  be  satisfiedi 
by  reasonable  evidence,  either  that  the  party  accused  him- 
self did  the  illegal  act  charged  with  respect  to  the  permit, 
or  that  he  caused  it  to  be  done  by  the  instrumentality  of 
the  servant,  who  may  have  authority  for  that  purpose,  ei- 
ther express  or  implied,  actual  or  constructive.  Now,  no 
arguments  have  been  addressed  to  the  Court  to  shew  that 
the  defendant  was  improperly  convicted  on  the  second 
count,  which  imputes  to  him  the  offence  of  harbouring 
and  concealing  these  goods ;  and  the  admission,  that  he 
was  properly  convicted  upon  that  count,  seems  to  me  to 
put  an  end  to  this  question,  because,  upon  that  convic- 
tion, the  reasonable  presumption  arises,  that  the  shopr 
man  was  authorized  by  the  master  to  do  the  act  upon 
which  the  conviction  upon  the  seventh  count  proceed- 
ed. The  master  was  not  present  when  the  goods  were 
deposited,  nor  was  the  master  present  when  the  permit  in 
question  was  fraudulently  obtained;  and  therefore,  if  the 
absence  of  the  master  from  the  premises  were  to  raise  a 
presumption  in  his  favour  in  this  instance,  it  would  eqiuJIy 
apply  to  the  other  count.  But  it  is  admitted,  that  he  is 
properly  charged  with  fraudulently  harbouring  and  con- 
cealing, and  that  this  was  an  act  done  in  order  to  cover  the 
property,  in  endeavouring  to  get  a  permit  applicable  to  that 
property.  Therefore,  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  Jury  were 
perfectly  warranted  upon  this  evidence,  which  was  primd 
facte  evidence,  liable  to  be  repelled  by  other  evidence  which 
might  contradict  the  presumption,  in  finding  the  defendr 
ant  guilty  upon  the  seventh  count.  I  think  this  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption,  that  it  was  the  act 
of  the  defendant.  This  is  not,  properly  speaking,  a  cri- 
minal proceeding;  and  therefore  the  distinction  taken  be- 
•tween  criminal  and  civil  proceedings  does  not  apply.  This 
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RiDOUTy  Executor  of  RiDOUT,  v.  BrISTOW  ei  Ux.  Exeh.  of  Pleas. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  wife  A  widow  gave 
of  the  defendant  dum  sola^  widow  of  the  plaintiff's  testa-  ^^^  ^forleUue 
tor's  son,  for  100/.,  expressed  to  be  payable  to  the  testator  J^'J^^J'y 
twelve  months  after  date,  "  for  value  received  by  my  late  ifew,arit,  that 
husband.      Flea,  non  assumpstt,  valid  on  the  face 

At  the  trial,  before  Bolland,  B.,  at  the  last  Salisbury  lyXlt^T^^ 
Assises,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  the  note,  it  was  ob-  fendant  was  not 
jected  for  the  defendant,  that  the  note,  upon  the  face  of  shew  as  a  de- 
it,  was  a  voluntary  note  for  the  payment  of  the  debt  of  was  given  as  an 
another  person,  without  consideration,  and  was  therefore  ^"^^^witi 
void.    The  plaintiff  then  gave  evidence  of  liabilities  incur-  incurred  on  bc- 
red  by  the  testator  on  behalf  of  his  son,  the  late  husband  hasbaod,  and 
of  the  defendant's  wife,  and  of  some  paymehts  in  respect  \^^^  ^^  ^^ 
of  those  liabilities.    The  defendant  called  a  witness,  whe  <iamnified. 
proved  a  declaration  by  the  plaintiff's  testator,  that  his 
son  had  died  worth  worse  than  nothing,  for  he  owed  him 
several  hundred  pounds.    This  evidence  was  left  to  the 
Jury,  who  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  and  the  learn- 
ed Baron  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  non^- 
«uit. 

E.  Latces,  Serjt.,  accordingly,  in  this  Term,  obtained  a 
rule  for  that  purpose;  against  which— p 

Fottett  now  shewed  cause. — The  question  in  this  case 
is,  whether,  from  what  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  note, 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  sufficient  consideration  between  the  par- 
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Esek.  of  Pleas,  ties.  It  is  QUite  an  elementary  principle,  that  a  promissory 
^  ^'  V  note  imports  a  consideration,  and  that  it  lies  on  the  de- 
RiDouT  fendant  to  impeach  it.  The  only  way  in  which  the  objec- 
bristow.  ^^^^»  ^^  arising  on  the  face  of  the  note,  can  be  put,  is  this, 
that  a  legal  consideration  is  negatived  by  what  appears  on 
the  note.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  if  A.  owe  B.  a  debt, 
and  a  third  person  choose  to  give  B.  a  note,  such  debt  is 
a  sufScient  consideration  to  bind  the  maker  of  the  note. 
The  cases  cited  as  to  the  consideration  necessary  to  sup* 
port  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt  due  from  a  third  person,  are 
totally  inapplicable  to  this  case;  for  the  plaintiff  here  is 
not  suing  on  any  special  agreement  to  pay  the  debt  of  a 
third  person,  but  on  an  instrument  which  imports  a 
consideration.  It  is  said,  however,  that  the  defend- 
ant  had  no  assets  as  executrix  of  her  late  husband. 
That  did  not  appear;  but  if  it  did,  it  was  quite  im- 
material. In  Child  V.  Momni{a)f  where  the  defendants 
gave  to  a  creditor  of  their  testator  a  promissory  note, 
whereby  "  as  executors,  they  severally  and  jointly  pro- 
mised to  pay  the  plaintiff,  on  demand,  with  interest,"  it  was 
held,  that  such  note  made  the  defendants  personally  liable ; 
and  a  plea  that  they  were  executors,  and  had  given  the 
note  as  such,  and  plene  adminsiraveruni  prosier  was 
held  bad  on  demurrer.  But  even  if  it  had  been  neces- 
sary to  prove  any  consideration,  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff's testator  had  made  himself  liable  for  the  debts  of  the 
defendant's  late  husband,  and  evidence  was  given  to  prove 
payments  under  such  liabilities,  and  the  Jury  found  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of  the  note. 

E.  LaweSy  Seijt.,  and  Barstow,  contra. — The  objection 
is,  that,  on  the  face  of  this  note  a  valid  consideration 
is  negatived.  It  imports  it  voluntary  prombe,  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another,  without  consideration.  CkUd  v.  Momns, 

(a)  5  B.  Moore,  283;  2  B.  &B.  460. 
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is  inapplicable  to  this  case.  Tlie  judgment  proceeded  Eich.  of  PUat, 
upon  circumstances  apparent  in  tliat  case,  whicli  do  not 
exist  in  tliis.  The  promise  to  pay,  as  executors,  was 
an  admission  that  the  defendants  were  executorsi  and  the 
stipulation  to  pay  with  interest  shewed  the  present  existence 
of  a  debt,  and  a  forbearance,  which  was  a  sufficient  consi- 
deration. Here  there  was  proof  that  there  were  no  as- 
sets, and  the  note  not  being  payable  with  interest,  does 
not  import  a  forbearance.  In  that  case  also,  the  promise 
was  to  pay  jointly  or  severally,  which  made  the  defend- 
ants personally  liable.  This  is,  in  fact,  an  indemnity  note, 
and  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  he  was 
damnified.  He  did  not  shew  that  he  was  damnified,  for 
the  evidence  upon  that  subject  totally  failed.  But  this  note 
b  also  void,  because  it  does  not  sufficiently  express  a  con- 
sideration within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Wain  v.  fPal^ 
ier8(a)f  Rann  v.  Hughes  (b), 

Bayley,  B. — ^This  is  an  application  to  set  aside  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff,  and  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  It  is  an 
action  upon  a  promissory  note.  A  promissory  note,  primd 
facie,  imports  a  consideration,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  give  evidence  of  consideration  aliunde.  But  it  is  in- 
sisted, that,  as  the  note  in  question  imports  on  the  face 
of  it  a  peculiar  description  of  consideration,  that  cir- 
cumstance varies  the  general  rule,  and  throws  the  bur- 
then of  proving  consideration  upon  the  plaintifiT;  and  it 
is  argued,  thatthis  note  is  void  upon  the  face  of  it,  for  want 
of  expressing  assets  or  forbearance.  It  is  perfectly  clear, 
that  if,  instead  of  taking  a  note,  you  take  from  a  third  per- 
son a  written  security,  which  cannot  be  supported  without 
proof  of  consideration,  that  security  must,  upon  the  face  of 
it,  import  a  consideration,  and  4here  must  be  evidence  to 
prove  such  consideration.     But  you  may  bind  yourself  by 

(a)  5  East,  10.  (6)  7  T.  R.  350,  n. 

VOL.  I.  R 
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Etek,  of  Pkat,  an  instrument,  which  in  its  form  imports  consideration, 

18d0 

^     without  expressing  the  consideration,  or  proving  it  afi- 
RiDouT       unde> 

Bt»Tow.  In  ^biB  case>  ^b<^  Pa^y  »8ned  a  promissory  note,  express- 

ed to  be  for  value  received  by  her  late  husband.  She  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  administratrix;  but  even  admitting 
that  she  was  not,  and  supposing  that,  out  of  respect  to  the 
memory  of  her  late  husband,  she  had  agreed  to  give  a  note 
for  what  was  due  from  him,  would  not  such  a  note  be  bind- 
ing? I  take  it  that  it  would.  There  is  a  good  considera- 
tion, which  makes  it  reasonable  that  the  security  should 
be  given;  it  is  not  a  case  of  the  want  of  a  consideration, 
but  of  the  existence  of  a  consideration. 

The  case  of  Popplewett  y.  Wil8an{a)  establishes  that  a 
note  is  binding,  though  it  pturport,  on  the  face  of  it,  to  be 
for  the  debt  of  a  third  person.  But  it  is  said,  that  that 
was  the  case  of  a  j^romise  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  living  per- 
son, and  that  therefore  there  was  a  forbearance,  which  is  a 
good  consideration.  That  answer  does  not  shew  that  die 
case  is  inapplicable  to  the  present  question,  because  there 
may  be  forbearance  to  the  representatives  of  a  dead  man, 
as  well  as  forbearance  to  a  man  whilst  living. 

But  it  is  arguedj  that  there  is  in  this  case  an  absence  of 
consideration,  because,  it  is  said,  that  there  was  evidence 
that  there  were  no  assets.  That,  however,  did  not  appear, . 
though  there  was  evidence  that  there  might  ultimately  be 
a  failure  of  assets;  for  the  evidence  only  shewed^  that  the 
son  died  considerably  indebted  to  the  testator,  and  there 
was  no  proof  that  there  was  no  household  furniture,  or 
other  assets. 

If  an  administratrix  take  upon  herself  to  give  a  security, 
which  may  have  the  effect  of  inducing  forbearance,  and 
which  purports  to  bind  her  individually,  is  it  competent 
for  her  to  say,  you  must  prove  assets?  To  my  mind,  the 
act  of  giving  such  a  security  supersedes  the  necessity  of 

(a)  1  Str.  264. 
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an  hrrestigadon  as  to  there  being  assets.    It  seems  to  tne,  Exch.  of  PUai, 
that  (he  words  "  Talue  received  by  my  late  husband,**  do  '  ^ 

not  make  the  proof  of  assets  necessary;  and  I  go  stlQ  fur-  RmouT 
iher  and  say,  that  it  was  not  competent  for  her  to  shew  that  bristow. 
there  were  no  assets. 

The  cases  upon  the  statnte  of  frauds  do  not  apply  to  the 
present,  nor  do  the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a 
promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third  person  without  consi* 
deration  is  nudum  pactum.  It  is  justj  that  a  promise 
to  pay  that  which  I  am  under  no  legal  or  moral  obli- 
gation to  pay,  should  be  considered  as  nudum  pactum  t 
but  this  does  not  apply  to  an  instrument  importing  a  con- 
sideration, and  which  may  induce  forbearance  to  the  party* 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  in  this  case,  a  consideration 
must  be  taken  to  exist,  and  that  the  maker  of  such  an  in* 
stnmient  is  at  least  primd facie  liable  to  pay  it. 

I  doubt  much,  whether,  upon  an  instrument  worded  like 
the  presenti  it  is  competent  for  the  party  to  start  up  and 
say  I  that  it  was  giren  merely  as  an  indemnity.  It  is  an  at- 
tanpt  to  ^prore  by  parol  aomething  inconsistent  with  the 
written  document.  You  may  prove  failure,  or  want,  or  il- 
legality of  consideration,  but  1  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in 
which  a  party  has  been  allowed  to  prove  a  difierence  of 
consideration.  Bnt  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  that  point 
in  this  case,  b^cauae,  upon  the  evidence,  it  appeared  that 
various  sums  had  been  paid,  which  the  evidence  for  the 
defendant,  if  admissible,  did  not  disprove. 

Garrow,  B.,  concurred. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  founda- 
tion for  this  rule.  It  was  moved  on  the  ground  that  this 
was  not  a  note  in  the  usual  form,  bqt  an  indemnity  note 
merely.  Upon  looking  at  the  note,  it  appears  to  be  in  the 
usual  form,  and  like  all  other  notes,  with  the  exception  of 
the  .words  "  by  my  late  husband."    The  plaintiff,  on  proof 
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^'*i  jwn*'***'  ^^  '^^^  "^*^*  might  have  closed  his  case,  but  he  was  induced 

to  go  into  eyidence  of  the  consideration,  and  the  Jury  found 
that  there  was  a  sufficient  consideration.  Even  if  it  were 
competent  for  the  defendant  to  prove  that  this  was  merely 
an  indemnity  note,  upon  the  evidence  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover ;  but  I  think  that  it  would  be  going  a  great  way  to 
allow  the  defendant  to  contradict  the  written  instrument, 
and  shew  that  it  was  given  as  an  indemnity  merely. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court,  that 
this  rule  should  be  discharged.  At  the  trial,  I  reserved  the 
point,  because  the  note  was  drawn  in  somewhat  an  unu- 
sual form. 

Bayley,  B. — There  are  cases  which  establish,  that  you 
cannot  give  parol  evidence  inconsistent  with  the  form  of 
the  note.  You  cannot  vary,  by  parol  evidence,  the  nature 
of  the  obligation.  The  authorities  go  to  shew,  that  parol 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  vary  the  lime  for  payment  ex* 
pressed  in  the  note.  In  Rawson  v.  Walker{d)^  9  note  was 
payable  on  demand,  and  evidence  was  offered  to  shew  a 
liability  on  a  contingency  only.  Lord  Ettenborougk  said, 
"  I  am  ready  to  admit  any  evidence  for  the  purpose,  of 
shewing  that  the  consideration  of  the  note  was  illegal;  but 
I  cannot  receive  parol  evidence  inconsistent  with  the  terms 
of  the  note.'*  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  at  liberty  to  give  the  evidence  in  question,  as 
it  was  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  note. 

Rule  discharged  (6). 

(a)  1  Stark.  361 /^«  See  Hoare  ▼.         (b)  See  Hmfwaod  ▼.    TTolfoii,  4 
Graham^  3  Camp.  57;    Duhe%  v.      Bingh,  497. 
bow,  MS.  Chitty  on  Bills,  61,  n. 
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Revenuet 
1830. 

The  Attorney-General  v.  Bell.  ^^ — v ' 

Information  for  the  duties   of  excise  on  flint  glaSS^    Where  a  maker 

under  the  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  117.  °f  gias*.  before 

*  the  termination 

A  second  trial  having  been  ordered  by  the  Court  (a),  the  of  a  journey,  un- 
jury  found  a  special  verdict,  stating  the  facts  which  ap-  tice,  the  mate- 
pear  in  the  report  of  the  argument  upon  the  former  occa*  f^^  "r^iUJ^of 
sion,  with  this  additional  fact,  that  the  76/6^.  of  glass  laded  which  be  had 

^  .  ,        worked  outy  and 

out  by  the  manufacturer  from  pot  No.  6,  were  mixed  with  put  those  mate- 
other  materials,  and  put  into  the  same  pot,  which  was  [jj,*^  iIT^ve**" 
again  stopped,  again  duly  opened,  gauged,  and  charged  ^aker.whichwas 
with  duty  in  the  course  of  the  same  journey.  duties  charged 

and  paid  there- 
on: ifeiii,  that  he 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term  last,  by  fFaUon,  JeducuJSfrom* 

for  the  Crown,  and  Patieson,  for  the  defendant.  **>«  duties  pay- 

able upon  the 
gauge  of  the  en- 

Cur.  CUIV.  vult.        *»<*  journey,  in 

respect  of  the 
materials  so 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered   by  ingpaidthed*uty 
Alexander,  L.  C.  B, — This  case  has  stood  over  for  con-  1?  ^*P*«^  <>f , 

'  ^  ^  those  roatenals 

sideration  for  some  time,  rather  because  it  was  stated  to  be  o°  the  gauge  of 
a  case  of  great  consequence  and  importance  to  the  reve- 
nue than  from  any  doubt  which  we  have  entertained  upon 
it.  A  special  verdict  has  been  found,  upon  an  information 
for  duties  on  the  manufacture  of  glass.  The  question  de- 
pends upon  the  true  construction  of  the  stat.  of  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  117.  The  Crown  and  the  manufacturer  take  different 
views  of  the  construction  of  a  clause  of  that  act,  and  it  is 
our  o£Sce  to  decide  between  them.  The  regulations  con- 
tained in  this  act,  and  the  restrictions  to  which  the  manu- 
facturer is  subjected,  have  in  view  the  revenue  that  the 
State  is  to  derive  from  the  manufacture  in  question.  On 
the  part  of  the  Crown,  it  is  represented,  that,  if  the  prac- 
tice contended  for  by  the  defendant  is  allowed,  the  revenue 

m 

m 

(A)  See2  Y.&  J.  431. 
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Revenue,       may  be  injured,  and  may  be  seriously  defrauded,  not  by 

1830  • 

the  defendant,  who  is  represented  to  be  a  gentleman  of 
most  respectable  character,  and  utterly  incapable  of  any 
dishonourable  conduct,  a  representation  to  which  I  give 
full  credit;  but  the  officers  of  the  Crown  say,  it  will  open 
a  door  to  frauds  by  persons  less  scrupulous,  and  disappoint 
the  object  which  the  Legislature  had  in  the  various  regu- 
lations provided  in  this  act.  On  the  other  hand,  the  de- 
fendant says,  that,  what  he  insists  upon  is  entirely  consist- 
ent with  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  that  the  revenue 
will  be  in  no  danger ;  but  that  the  rule  prescribed  on  the  part 
of  the  Crown  will  subject  the  manufacturers  to  great  loss 
and  inconvenience.  We  are  bound  by  the  language  of  the 
act,  and  can  apply  arguments  ab  inconvenienii  only  to  con- 
strue the  language;  to  carry  it  further,  would  be  to  usurp 
the  province  of  the  L^slature. 

The  general  mode  of  conducting  the  manufacture  is  as 
follows:  all  the  pots  are  stopped  about  the  same  time,  in 
the  beginning  of  the  week;  they  are  then  placed  upon  the 
furnace ;  when  they  are  supposed  to  be  fused,  upon  a  no- 
tice being  given,  they  are  unstopped,  and  a  gauge  taken 
of  the  quantity  of  materials  they  contain;  and  the  duty  is 
charged  upon  the  manufacturer  on  the  amount  of  that  glass. 
As  many  circumstances  may  arise  to  render  the  whole,  or  a 
considerable  portion  of  the  materials  useless,  provisions  are 
contained  in  the  act  for  securing  to  the  manufacturer  an 
allowance  for  what  he  cannot  use,  that  is,  for  deducting  from 
the  gross  charge  the  duty  on  the  materials  not  actually 
worked  up  into  a  saleable  commodity.  The  manufacture 
of  each  week  is  called  a  journey,  and  the  general  scheme 
is,  that  all  the  pots  that  constitute  a  journey,  are  to  be 
stopped  up  at  the  same  time,  to  be  fused  about  the  same 
time,  and  to  be  unstopped  and  gauged  about  the  same 
time;  but,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  manufacturer, 
Bberty  is  given  to  add  pots  in  the  course  of  the  week. 
When  this  is  done,  they  are  called  overtakers.     It  is  also 
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one  of  the  statutory  regulations,  that  overtakers,  though       ^^f^^' 
they  begin  at  different  times,  shall  be  worked,  out  with 
those  pots  to  which  they  shall  be  added,  that  is,  at  the  end 
of  the  same  week. 

After  this  preliminary  statement,  which  I  thought  neces- 
sary, because  some  time  has  elapsed  since  the  argument 
of  the  case,  1  will  advert  to  the  special  verdict,  and  the 
clauses  in  the  statute. 

It  is  stated  in  the  verdict,  that  the  defendant,  Bell,  is  a 
maker  of  flint  glass;  that,  on  the  5th  of  August ^  18S5,  se- 
veral pots  were  laded  at  his  glass  house;  among  others, 
one  No.  6;  that  they  were  opened  on  the  Monday  fol- 
lowing, being  the  8th;  that  they  were  then  gauged  by 
the  officer,  and  No.  6  was  gauged  at  I4f58lbs.f  and 
the  contents  charged  with  duty;  that  the  contents  of 
this  pot.  No.  6,  were  worked  out,  except  76/itf.  which 
had  become  unfit  for  use;  that  the  journey  ended  on ^Frj- 
cby,  the  ISth;  that,  before  that  time,  a  notice  was  given  to 
lade  out  No.  6  on  Tktesday  the  9th;  it  was  so  laded  out 
and  put  into  water  on  the  9th,  and  thereupon  the  duty 
on  the  76/itf.  was  deducted  by  the  officer  from  the  prior 
charge.  The  special  verdict  further  states,  that,  after- 
wards, the  *l6lb8.  in  question  so  laded  out  by  the  manufac- 
turer, were  mixed  with  other  materials,  and  put  into  the 
same  pot,  which  was  again  stopped,  again  duly  opened, 
gauged,  and  charged  with  duty,  in  the  course  of  the  same 
journey.  The  rest  of  the  special  verdict  is  occupied  in 
stating  the  same  operations,  attended  exactly  with  the 
same  circumstances,  in  many  other  instances.  The  officer 
deducted  the  duties  on  the  materials  laded  out  in  all 
diose  instances.  The  whole  sum  amounts  to  24SL  18s. 
8<f.,  for  which  this  information  is  filed. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
this  deduction  and  allowance  should  have  been  made. 

The  first  clause  referred  to,  and  the  only  one  direct- 
ly in   point,    is  the   8th  section.     That   clause  enjicts, 
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Hevenue,  "  That,  froDi  and  after  the  5th  day  of  Julif,  IS25,  all 
and  every  maker  or  makers  of  flint  glass  shall,  and  he, 
she,  or  they,  is  and  are  hereby  required,  at  or  before  the 
hour  of  six  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  Saturday  in  each  and 
every  week,  to  work  out  into  wares,  or  to  cause  and  pro- 
cure to.be  worked  out  into  wares,  the  whole  of  the  mate- 
rials, metal,  or  other  preparations,  which  at  any  time  dur- 
ing that  week  shall  have  been  fluxed  or  melted  in  any  pot 
or  pots,  to  him,  her,  or  them  belonging,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  flint  glass ;  or,  upon  a  notice  for  that  purpose 
given  by  such  maker  or  makers  of  glass,  to  the  proper 
officer  of  excise,  six  hours  before  he,  she,  or  they  shall 
commence  to  lade  any  part  of  such  metal,  to  lade  out, 
in  the  presence  of  the  supervisor  or  officer  attending 
upon  such  notice  for  that  purpose,  the  whole  of  such  ma- 
terials, metal,  or  other  preparations  as  aforesaid,  which 
may.  remain  in  such  pot  after  such  maker  or  makers  shall 
have  ceased  to  work  out  any  wares  therefrom."  Then 
it  provides,  *^  And  the  gauged  weight  of  such  laded  fluxed 
materials,  metal,  or  preparations,  as  taken  by  the  supervi- 
sor or  officer  in  the  pot,  shall  be  deducted  from  the  weight 
of  glass  for  or  in  respect  of  which  such  maker  or  makers 
shall  at  that  time  \>e  chargeable  with  duty  upon  the  gauge 
thereof  taken  in  the  pot,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act.**  Then  a  penalty  is  imposed  upon  the  persons 
disobeying  that  provision. 

Now,  here  the  direction  is  clear,  and  it  is  just  what  has 
been  done  in  this  case;  it  says,  the  gauged  weight  of  such 
laded  materials  shall  be  deducted  from  the  weight  in  respect 
of  which  the  maker  shall  be  chargeable.  The  mere  lading 
out  upon  notice,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  officer^  accord- 
ing to  the  language  of  the  act,  entitles  the  manufacturer  to 
the  deduction. 

It  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  that  this  clause 
must  be  construed  with  reference  to  other  clauses;  and  that 
X\\e  other  clauses  shew  that  this  allowaiipe,  though  there  is 
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no  condition  or  limitation  annexed  to  it  in  the  specific 
clause,  should  be  postponed  to  the  end  of  the  journey; 
and  that  the  materials  so  laded  out  should  not  be  used  in 
the  same  journey. 

The  clauses  referred  to  for  this  purpose  are  the  ISth, 
13th,  14th,  15th^  and  16th.  I  am  not  able  to  apply  the 
l^th  in  any  way.  It  requires  that  no  pot  shall  be  set 
on  the  furnace  without  notice,  so  that  the  position  shall 
not  be  altered,  nor  the  pot  charged,  without  notice.  The 
13th  is  to  this  effect:  the  object  of  it  is  to  provide,  that, 
from  the  time  from  which  the  act  is  to  operate,  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  for  any  maker  or  makers  of  flint  glass  to  unstop, 
or  take  down  .any  stopper  from  his,  her,  or  their  pot  or 
pots,  containing  any  materials  or  metal,  or  other  prepara- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  making  flint  glass,  (the  same  not 
being  a  pot  cracking  or  breaking  whilst  the  same  is  filled 
with  such  materials,  metal,  and  preparations,  as  aforesaid), 
without  giving  six  hours' notice,  in  such  manner  as  has  been 
provided  by  the  act;  and  all  such  pots  as  aforesaid,  which 
shall  be  charged  with  any  such  materials  or  metal,  or  other 
preparation,  for  any  particular  journey  or  making  of  flint 
glass,  upon  such  notice  to  unstop  the  same,  or  take  down  the 
stopper  thereof  as  aforesaid,  being  given,  shall  be  opened  all 
together,  and  at  one  and  the  same  time,  upon  the  attendance 
of  the  officer  or  supervisor  of  excise,  (if  he  can  be  present), 
for  that  purpose,  and  in  the  presence  of  such  officer  or  su- 
pervisor; and  if,  upon  opening  such  pots,  any  pot  or  pots 
shall  be  found  to  contain  materials  or  metal,  or  other  pre- 
parations for  the  making  of  flint  glass,  then  unfit  for  the 
making  or  working  of  the  same  out  into  glass  wares,  the 
whole  of  the  pots  charged  with  such  materials  or  metal,  or 
other  preparations  of  such  particular  journey  or  making, 
shall  be  stopped  up  again,  and  a  fresh  and  like  notice  for 
unstopping  the  same,  or  taking  down  the  stopi^ers  thereof, 
shaU  be  given  as  aforesaid. 

Now,  the  substance  of  this  provision  is,  that  no  pot  shall 
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be  opened  at  all,  except  upon  notice;  and  it  appears  to  be 
the  intention  of  the  Legishtture,  when  any  such  notice  is 
ffveHf  that  all  the  pots  shaU  be  opened  and  manufactured 
at  the  same  thne,  because,  if  the  manufacturer  finds  one 
pot  not  ready  for  use,  the  whole  process  must  be  stopped 
until  that  pot  is  ready ;  it  is  not  competent  to  the  manufac- 
turer to  manufacture  those  which  are  ready ;  all  the  others 
must  be  stopped  up  again,  and  wait  till  that  which  is  de- 
ficient is  ready.  That  has  no  direct  bearing  upon  this 
case:  here  the  act  was  complied  with. 

Now  the  next  clause  adverted  to  is  the  14th.  This  sec- 
tion gives  authority  to  the  manufacturer  to  charge  fresh 
pots  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  menti<med  in  the 
former  notice  of  charge ;  but  he  must  give  other  notice 
thereof,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  17th 
George  Srd;  and  they  are  to  be  called  overtakers.  It  says, 
that  after  the  pots  of  any  particular  journey  or  making  of 
flint  glass  shall  have  been  charged  under  notice,  and  after 
the  expiration  of  the  time  mentioned  in  such  notice,  it  shall 
be  competent  to  the  manufacturer  to  fill  or  charge  any 
fresh  pot  or  pots,  (commonly  called  overtakers),  with  ma- 
terials or  metal,  or  other  preparations  for  the  making  of 
flint  glass,  at  any  time  during  such  journey  or  makmg  of 
flint  glass,  upon  giving  such  similar  notice  in  writing;  and 
then  it  enacts,  that  those  pots  shall  be  opened  in  the  same 
manner,  and  at  one  and  the  same  time  with  the  other 
pots.  Now,  that  exactly  gives  authority  for  what  was 
done  upon  this  occasion.  The  materials  were  laded  out 
upon  a  notice  being  given,  and  when  the  overtaker  was 
filled,  it  was  filled  in  part  with  those  laded  out  materials. 
Every  thing  was  done  in  strict  compliance  with  the  direc- 
tions of  this  section. 

The  i5th  clause  is  a  provision  for  the  whole  pot.  It 
is  to  this  efiect — 'That  in  case  the  metal  in  any  pot  for 
the  making  of  flint  glass  shall  become  unfit  for  use,  or 
shall  be  incapable  of  being  worked  or  manufactured  into 
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immediately  to  the  officer  of  excise  under  whose  surrey 
he,  she,  or  they  shall  then  be ;  and  such  pot  or  pots  shall 
be  thereupon  allowed  to  remain  and  continue  until  the  end 
of  the  week  in  which  such  pot  or  pots  shall  have  been 
charged,  with  all  the  materials  or  metal,  or  other  prepara- 
tions for  the  making  of  flint  glass  therein ;  at  which  time, 
the  materials,  metal,  or  preparations  in  such  pot  or  pots, 
shall  be  laded  out  in  the  presence  of  the  supervisor  or  the 
officer  of  excise ;  and  if  such  supervisor  or  officer  be  satis- 
fied,  that  no  alteration  has  been  made  thereon,  the  gauged 
weight  of  the  fluxed  materials,  meta),  or  other  prepara- 
tions so  laded  out,  shall  be  deducted  from  the  weight  of 
the  glass  with  which  such  maker  or  makers  shall  be  charge- 
able. The  question  is,  whether  the  part  that  has  become 
unfit,  shall  remain  until  the  end  of  the  week.  This  is  a 
provision  that  relates  to  the  whole  pot;  and  it  would  be  a 
strong  thing,  I  think,  by  inference  only,  as  it  does  not  re- 
late to  that  part  of  the  pot  which  had  been  chiefly  worked 
out,  to  say,  that  it  is  a  provision  that  it  shall  remain 
in  the  pot,  and  that  none  shall  be  laded  out,  tiiough  the 
other  clause  gives  authority,  where  it  is  worked  out  in  part, 
to  lade  out  the  rest  It  is  too  much  to  say,  that  the  fif» 
teenth  section  is  a  repeal  of  what  is  provided  for  in  the 
eighth. 

The  16th,  which  is  another  clause  cited  in  the  spe« 
cial  verdict,  relates  to  coloured  glass.  Upon  this  particu- 
lar subject  too,  it  is  clear,  that  the  allowance  is  not  to  be 
made  till  the  end  of  the  journey.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the 
second  charge  is  to  be  made  at  the  same  time  as  the  allow- 
ance is  to  be  made  for  that  which  had  been  laded  out. 
The  substance  of  this  provision  is,  that  when  the  materials 
put  into  the  pot  shall  be  coloured,  to  make  coloured  glass, 
and  it  turns  out  that  the  manufacturer  is  not  satisfied,  that 
he  has  rightiy  ^made  the  mixture  for  the  colour,  be  may 
send  to  the  office,  that  the  pots  may  be  unstopped  and  un« 
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laded,  that  he  may  make  such  change  as  he  wishes;  but  it 
is  clearly  and  particularly  directed  in  that  section,  that  the 
aQowance  shall  not  be  made  till  the  end  of  the  journey, 
because  it  is  to  be  laded  out  after  it  is  properly  fused,  witb 
the  other  pots  made  on  that  journey. 

It  appears  to  me,  I  confess,  on  these  several  occasions, 
that  it  was  the  object  not  to  make  the  allowance  for  what 
was  laded  out  till  the  end  of  the  journey,  and  so  it  is  to  be 
satisfactorily  inferred  upon  the  occasions  referred  to.  But 
in  the  instance  stated  in  the  special  verdict,  such  a  con- 
clusion cannot  be  drawn  from  the  clause  which  relates  to 
it ;  the  allowance  is  to  be  made  on  the  quantity  laded  out. 

On  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  when  the  rule  was  niade 
absolute,  it  appeared  to  me,  that  there  was  enough  in  the 
observations  made  for  the  Crown  to  throw  it  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  shew  that  the  materials  remained  in  specie,  or 
had  been  disposed  of  so  as  to  pay  the  duty.  It  appears, 
from  this  special  verdict,  that  the  defendant  has  done  that. 
It  is  expressly  stated,  that  the  quantities  laded  out  were 
placed  in  overtakers,  were  gauged,  and  paid  the  duty.  I 
am  not  able  to  discover  how  the  revenue  can  suffer,  if,  at 
the  time  of  tbe  settlement,  the  defendant  must  shew  tbat 
the  material  remains  unused,  or  that  it  has  paid  the  duty. 

I  think,  the  Crown  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  duties 
in  question,  which,  in  effect,  have  been  paid  to  them  upon 
these  materials. 

If  the  burthen  of  proof  were  not  thrown  upon  the  manu- 
facturer, I  think  that  there  might  be  great  danger  that  the 
revenue  would  be  greatly  defrauded ;  but,  if  that  is  thrown 
upon  him,  as  in  this  case,  I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible 
that  there  can  be  any  danger.  This  is  what  is  reported  as 
falling  from  the  Court  on  the  occasion  of  the  application  for 
a  new  trial : — "  It  appears  to  me,  both  from  the  nature  of 
the  case,  and  tbe  particular  provisions  of  the  other  clauses 
in  the  act  of  Parliament,  that  the  construction  put  upon 
this  clause  by  the  Crown  is  correct;  and  that,  before  the 
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that  the  material  remained  in  specie  at  the  time  the  ac- 
count was  made  up,  or  that  he  placed  it  in  some  other  pot 
in  a  new  course,  or  in  an  overtaker,  where  it  would  pay  the 
duty.  It  is  incumbent  upon  him  to  do  that  to  relieve  him- 
self from  the  duty;  and  not  having  done  that,  the  verdict 
is  erroneous,  and  there  must  be  a  new  trial  (a).**  Now^  in 
this  case,  that  is  exactly  the  thing  he  has  done.  The  spe- 
cial verdict  is  founded  upon  it ;  and,  in  order  to  be  consist- 
ent, we  must  hold,  that,  in  this  case,  there  must  be  judgment 
for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant; 

(a)  2  Y.  &  J.  443, 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


(In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Excftequer). 

The  Kino  (In  Aid  of  Hollis)  r.  Bingham. 

Scire  facias  upon  a  recognizance.    The  defendant  The  condition  of 
set  put  the  condition  of  the  recognizance,  which  was,  to  l,^^^^^^^ 
abide  the  award  of  D..  and  pleaded  nul  tiel  agard.  award  of  D.can- 

*^  *^  not  be  varied  by 

The  prosecutor  replied,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  re-  a  rule  of  Court^ 
cognizance,  it  was,  by  rule  of  Court,  ordered,  that  AT.  foro!"  ^ 
should  be  substituted  for  Z).,  and  that  M.  made  his  award, 
&c«;  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

Upon  the  argument  of  this  case,  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer^ that  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant  (a), 

(c)  3  Y.  &J.101. 
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ExeiL  Ckamber^  whereupoii  a  writ  of  error  was  brought^  and  the  case  was 
^^^'        argued  before  Lord  Tenterden,  and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 


of  the  Common  PleaSs  by  Mamdng  for  the  prosecutioUi 
BivoHAM.     cmd  Dumpier  for  the  defendant. 

TheOourt  of  Error,  this  Term,  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Esek.  rf  PUat.  Bbck  V.  BreE|  Clerk. 

The  wo^  jTHIS  was  an  issue  directed  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  to 

dentdooimeatf,  try  the  existence  of  a  modus  of  3/.  6s.  8d.,  in  lieu  of  tithes, 

wii  "im^rtT"  ^^^  *  certain  district  or  tract  of  land,  commonly  called  Al^ 

that  tithes  were  leslev  Pork^  containing  SS7  acres,  S  roods,  4  perches,  and 

then  payable  in      ,  ,     .       ,  <■;«#•    ^»     >  i 

kind,  but  may  Situate  partly  m  the  rectory  and  parish  ot  AUesleyf  and 
Mymenrhatea  Partly  in  the  adjoining  parish  otStoneley^  in  the  county  of 
rftithes.  Warwick. 

Where,  upon  an 

iasueuponadif-  At  the  trial,  before  Alexander ,  L.  C.  B  ,  at  the  last  As- 
plain^  ctoariy  sizes  for  the  county  of  Wartoiek,  the  plaintiff  proved  by 
StenM  for  ^50  terriers,  (some  of  which  were  signed  by  the  patron  and  in- 
yeanofthepay-  cumbent,)  receipts,  and  parol  evidence,  that  this  payment 
and  the  defen-  had  been  made  in  respect  ot  AUesley  Park,  (during  that 
Vme^mh^  time  consisting  of  different  farms),  for  upwards  of  150 
^A^^d'  *"^  -  years*  It  further  appeared,  by  the  will  of  Serjeant  Flyni, 
ury  evidence,  S2nd  Augustf  1670,  and  by  a  conveyance  dated  SIst  Ja- 
to  the  rectory,  nuary^  169S,  in  which  the  different  parcels  of  this  pro- 
*"rt%Iwect  P®'*y  ^^^  enumerated,  that  the  whole  had  been  at  that 
of  which  the  mo-  time  '^  anciently  called  or  known  by  the  name  ofAttesley 

dus  was  pleaded, 
valuet  inconais- 

tent  with  the  alleged  modus: — BeU,  afler  verdict  for  the  plahitifr,  that  it  was  for  the  Jury  to  say 
to  what  weight  the  documentary  evidence  was  entitled,  and  that  they  might  take  into  their  con- 
sideration whether  the  documentary  evidence  ascribed  to  the  rectory  and  tlie  district  their  ml 
value  at  the  time. 
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Park*'    And  further,  that  the  advowson  had  been  pur-  ^"*;^'*"' 
chased  m  the  year  1741  for  1200/.,  from  the  proprietor  of    v.. 
AUesley  Patkf  at  which  timei  as  it  appeared  by  other  evi-         ^^^ 
dence,  the  modus  was  in  existence.    The  plaintiff  also        BatE. 
produced  an  inquisition,  16  Jae.  1,  after  the  death  otAtme 
Countess  of  Dorset^  in  which  the  property  was  described 
as  "  all  those  closes,  lands,  tenements,  meadows,  pastures, 
woods,  and  hereditaments,  known  by  the  name  or  names 
of  AUeUey  Park,  otherwise  Owseley  Park,  situate,  lying, 
and  being  in  the  county  of  Warwick,**  and  which  were 
stated  to  be  "  worth  yearly  in  all  issues,  beyond  reprises, 
five  pounds." 

The  evidence  for  the  defendant  was  directed  to  three 
points: — 1st.  That  tithes  in  kind  had  been  paid  wij^in  time 
of  legal  memory.  2ndly.  That  the  modus  had  not  be^i 
originally  paid  for  the  district  consisting  of  827  acres,  3 
roods,  4  perches.    SrMy.  That  the  payment  was  rank. 

In  support  of  the  first  proposition,  an  extract  from  % 
register,  A.  D.  1949,  of  the  priory  of  Coventry,  preserved 
in  the  King's  Remembrancer's  office,  was  produced,  made 
by  the  ofiicial  of  the  Bishop  of  Lichfield,  the  Archdeacon 
of  Coventry,  and  the  rectors  of  Aneatie  (AUesley),  and 
Pakynton,  on  behalf  of  the  convent  of  Coventry,  elected 
and  sworn,  by  which,  with  the  consent  of  the  convent  and 
rector  of  Anestie,  they  assigned  to  the  rector  **  all  obla- 
tions and  ofaventions,  tithes,  and  profits,  to  the  said  church 
belonging,  except  altogeUier  to  the  church  of  Coventry, 
Sec,  and  the  tities  of  the  park  of  the  same  town,  and  all 
personal  tithes.** 

In  support  of  the  second  proposition,  the  defendant  pro- 
duced an  inquisition,  7  Ed.  1,  A.  D.  1279,  made  in  all 
towns  and  places  throughout  the  counties  of  Warwick  and 
Leicester,  because  of  divers  usurpations;  by  which  it  ap- 
peared that  John  de  Hastings  was  Lord  of  Attesky,  and 
had  "  a  certain  park  from  old,  containing  thirty  acres** 
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^'*^*'iQ^^''*"'       Upon  the  third  point,  the  plaintiff  produced  the  follow- 

mg  documents: — 

Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation,  A.  D.  1S91. 

''  Archdeaconry  of  Coventry, 

Deanery  of  Coventry, 

The  church  ot  AUesley  ...  12  marks." 
An  inquisition, |io5/  mortem,  6  Ed.  2,  A.  D.  1313,  which, 
amongst  other  things,  found,  that  John  de  Hastyngs  the 
elder,  held  the  manor  of  AUesley,  &c«,  where  there  is  one 
capital  messuage  Ss. ;  a  dove  house,  worth  by  the  year  As, ; 
also  there  are  in  demesne  132  acres  of  arable  land  there, 
which  are  worth  by  the  year  33«.,  the  price  of  the  acre 
Sd.;  also  there  are  nine  acres  of  meadows  there,  which  are 
worth  by  the  year  \%s.,  the  price  of  the  acre  2s.  There  is 
a  certain  park  there  inclosed,  the  underwood  whereof,  with 
the  herbage,  is  worth  by  the  year  ISs.  Ad,  &c. 

An  inquisition, /io«^  mortem,  18  Ed.  2,  A.  D.  1325,  which, 
amongst  other  things,  found  that  John  de  Hastyngs,  late 
lord  o( Abergavenny,  held,  &c.  the  manor  o( AUesley,  where 
there  is  a  capital  messuage,  the  site  whereof,  with  the 
herbage  and  part  of  the  garden,  is  worth  by  the  year  &•; 
also  a  certain  dove-house  there,  worth  by  the  year  Hs. ; 
also  two.  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  arable  land,  in  de- 
mesne there,  which  are  worth  by  the  year  i&s.  9d.,  the 
price  of  an  acre,  2s.  O^d. ;  also  forty  acres  and  a  half  of 
meadow,  worth  by  the  year  31^.  2^d.,  the  price  of  the  acre 
d\d. ;  also  a  several  pasture  there,  which  contains  by  re- 
pute forty  acres,  worth  by  the  year  Bs.,  &c. ;  also  a  cer- 
tain park  there,  the  underwood  whereof  is  worth  nothing; 
but  it  is  worth,  in  the  agistment  of  cattle  in  the  summer, 
by  the  year  12s.  and  no  more,  because,  in  the  same  there 
are  wild  animals,  (bestite  silvestresj,'*  Sec. ;  "  also  the  bond* 
men  with  the  cotterells  ought  to  perform  two  hundred  and 
thirty-five  works  in  the  turning  and  carrying  off  hay  in 
the  summer,*'  &c.,  and  the  said  bondmen  and  cotterells 
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ought  to  perform  seventy-three  works  on  the  park  of  the  Exeh.  of  Plea*, 
lord,  that  is  to  say^  to  inclose  the  same^  &c. 

NantB  Rolls,  14  Edw.  3,  A.  D.  134U 

AUesleif. — **  The  church  of  Allesley,  &c.  is  taxed  at  twelve 
marks^  the  damesne  land  of  the  rector,  with  the 
tithe  of  hay,  and  other  small  tithes,  oblations  there- 
to, and  obventions  to  the  altarage  belonging,  are 
worth,  one  year  with  another,  five  marks." 

The  Eccleiiastical  Survey,  26  Hen.  8,  A.  D.  1535. 

**  The  Parish  Church  \  Master  Edward  Pontesbury  is  rec- 
of  AUesley.  /  tor  there,  and  is  worth  in  land  called 
glebe  land,  in  tithes  of  grain  and  hay,  and  in  other 
tithes,  oblations,  and  spiritual  endowments,  beyond 
Ss*  to  be  allowed  for  procurations  and  synodals 
yearly,  payable  to  the  archdeacon,  by  the  year, 
17/.  18*.  8rf.'' 

An  indenture  of  lease,  12th  May,  3  &  4  Ph.  ^  M. 
A.  D.  1556,  by  which,  after  reciting  a  former  lease,  I6th 
May,  15  Edw.  6,  of  the  park  and  ground,  called  Allesley 
Park,  except  the  wood,  for  twenty-one  years,  at  the  rent 
of  20/.,  Lord  Abergavenny  demised  to  ILF.,  for  certain 
sums  of  money  then  to  the  said  Lord  Abergavenny,  in  his 
need  disbursed  and  paid  by  the  said  R.  F.,  his  park  and 
ground,  called  or  known  as  Allesley  Park,  with  the  woods, 
&c.  for  twenty-one  years,  at  the  rent  of  40/* 

And  a  bargain  and  sale,  by  way  of  mortgage,  28th  May, 
3  &  4  PA.  ^  M.,  A.  D.  1556,  from  Lord  Abergavenny  to 
iZ.  JP.  for  400/.,  of  *'  all  that  his  park  and  ground,  called 
or  known  by  the  name  of  Allesley  Park,  in  the  county  of 
Warwick,  then  lately  inclosed  with  pale,"  and  the  old  lodge, 
and  all  other  his  lands,  &c.,  with  the  said  park;  with  a 
proviso  for  redemption  upon  payment  of  the  400/.  upon  a 
day  certain;  and,  in  default  thereof,  that  R.  jP.,  upon  the 
payment  of  the  further  sum  of  200/.,  should  stand  seised  of 
the  proi>erty  for  ever. 

VOL.  I.  8 
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^  1830.  ^'  '^^^  defendant  also  produced  the  bailiff's  accounts  of  the 
manor  of  Allesley,  in  the  reigns  of  Hetu  7  an4  Hen»  8 ;  in 
which  were  items  for  the  agistment  of  the  park  there,  de- 
mised to  G.  W.f  8/.  3s.  4{/.,  and  receipts  from  the  farmers 
of  the  herbage,  for  half  a  year,  4/.  Os.  2d.,  and  for  a  whole 
year,  9L  16«.  lid.;  but  no  charge  for  the  payment  of  a 
money  composition  in  lieu  of  tithes. 

It  appeared  that  there  were,  upon  this  district,  vestiges 
of  very  ancient  inclosures. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  told  the  Jury,  in  his  summing  up, 
that  the  word  ''  tithes  *'  in  the  register  A.  D.  1249,  did  not 
necessarily  import  that  tithes  in  kind  were  then  payable ; 
and  that  the  term  would  be  satisfied,  should  they  be  of 
opinion  that  at  that  time  a  money  composition  was  paya- 
ble in  lieu  of  tithes.  He  further  told  them,  that  if  they 
were  satisfied  that  the  modus  had  not  existed  from  time 
immemorial,  or  was  not  payable  for  the  district  in  question, 
they  should  find  for  the  defendant. 

The  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  establishing 
the  existence  of  the  modus. 

In  this  term,  Goulboum,  Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
a  new  trial,  upon  the  grounds  that  the  verdict  was  against 
the  evidence,  and  that  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  had  misdi- 
rected the  Jury. 

Denmauy  Adams,  Serjt.,  and  Boieler,  shewed  cause 

against  the  rule;  and  Goulboum,  Serjt.,  Amos,  and  Pen* 

ningion,  supported  it  (a). 

Cur,  adv.  vuli. 

Alexander,  L.  C.  B. — I  think  that  there  ought  to  be 
no  new  trial  in  this  case,  and  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. Upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  at  law  (the  de- 
fendants in  equity),  the  occupiers,  who  insist  on  the  modus, 
there  was  proved  as  clear  an  usage,  back  to  the  extent  of 

(a)  The  arguments  are  iuUy  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court . 
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about  one  hundred  and  forty  or  one  hundred  and  fifty  years«   ^ck,  ^/ ^'««» 
as  I  have  ever  heard  proved ;  an  usage  not  proceeding  from 
persons  who  were  mere  occasional  inhabitants  on  one  side^ 
or  incumbents  for  a  short  time  on  the  other,  but  an  acqui- 
escence^  not  only  of  incumbents^  but  of  the  person  who 
was  the  owner  of  the  advowson,  and  who  had  therefore  a 
greater  interest  than  usual  in  sustaining  the  emoluments 
of  this  living.     It  is  generally  only  the  incumbent  who 
gives  currency  to  the  evidence  of  the  modus;  but  here  it 
is  both  the  incumbent  and  the  patron,  for  they  happen  to 
be  the  same  person.     There  is  also  this  additional  circum- 
stance, that  the  advowson  was  purchased  with  the  know- 
ledge of  the  existence  of  this  usage,  so  that  the  present  is 
as  strong  a  case  against  the  parson  who  makes  the  claim 
for  tithes  in  kind,  as  can  possibly  be  stated.     Whenever 
such  an  usage  is  proved,  though  I  know  the  rules  of  law 
entitle  the  parson  to  set  it  aside,  if  he  can  make  out  a  pro- 
per case,  it  appears   to  me  to   be  due  to  the  respect 
that  ought  to  be  paid  to  ancient  usage  and  to  the  pos- 
sessions of  mankind,  to  require  that  the  evidence  pa 
which  it  is  set  aside  should  be  quite  satisfactory.     I 
do  not  say  that  it  must  amount  to  positive  demonstra- 
tion, but  it  ought  to  be  very  satisfactory  indeed,  for  men 
buy  and  sell  according  to  usages  established  by. such 
length  of  time.     To  set  aside  such  an  usage,  so  distinctly 
proved,  the  evidence  ought  to  be  extremely  clear.    Since 
I  have  sat  in  this  place  I  have  always  proceeded  on  that 
principle.    I  have  been  obliged,  more  than  once,  on  dis- 
tinct evidence,  to  set  aside  very  ancient  usages,  and  that 
without  even  referring  the  question  to  a  Jury,  when  I 
found,  in  authentic  records,  manifest  evidence  that  there 
was  a  time  after  the  time  of  legal  memory,  at  which  that 
usage  had  not  prevailed.     In  those  cases  the  question 
turned  on  clear  expressions  in  ancient  instruments,  which 
could  not  mislead ;  and  I  was  perfectly  satisfied  that  the 
usage  had  a  late  commencement.    Such  was  the  Horn^ 

b2 
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^^\^^^'  cAwrcA  case  (a) ;  there  the  modus  was  set  aside^  and  I  think 
.1^     without  a  trial,  on  clear  evidence  of  the  receipt  of  tithe  of 
Beck         hay  in  kind,  coming  out  of  the  muniments  of  the  hospital. 
B&Ec.        But  I  repeat,  that  I  think  it  is  due  to  ancient  usage,  not 
to  set  it  aside  without  very  cogent  evidence. 

Now,  the  evidence  in  this  case  is  directed  to  three  points, 
any  one  of  which  would  undoubtedly  have  been  sufficient 
to  set  aside  the  usage,  if  the  defendant  had  made  it  out. 
The  first  is,  that  tithes  in  kind  had  been  rendered  after 
the  time  of  legal  memory.  The  second  is,  that  the  boun- 
daries of  this  place  could  not  anciently  be  the  boundaries 
now  insisted  upon.  The  third  and  last  is,  that  the  pay- 
ment is  rank^  that  is,  that  the  circumstances  shew  that  it 
is  so  very  large  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  for  the  district 
for  which  it  is  pleaded,  that  it  must  have  had  an  origin  at 
a  period  when  the  value  of  money  was  much  less  than  it 
was  at  the  time  of  legal  memory.  I  will  take  these  as 
shortly  as  I  can  in  succession. 

The  whole  evidence,  which  is  directed  to  the  first  point, 
viz.  that  tithes  in  kind  have  been  paid,  is  the  document 
dated  in  1S49,  in  which  it  appears  that  the  tithes  of  the 
Park,  as  it  is  called,  are  reserved.  What  that  document 
is,  I  am  totally  unable  to  understand.  To  those  who  see 
nothing  but  the  document  itself,  it  appears  to  be  the  in- 
strument of  persons  who  had  no  authority,  and  that  they 
attempt  to  do  that  which  by  law  no  person  can  do.  It  is  an 
allotment  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish  to  the  rector,  which  he 
would  have  had  without  any  allotment.  The  word  ^  tithes** 
is  a  word  of  equivocal  meaning,  and  may,  according  to  cir- 
cumstances, either  mean  tithes  in  kind,  or  it  may  mean  that 
which  is  in  lieu  of  tithes  in  kind,  a  money  payment  (b).  No- 
thing, so  far  as  I  can  guess  the  object  of  that  instrument, 
required  the  persons  penning  it  to  direct  their  particular 
attention,  in  order  to  express,  with  great  distinctness,  what 
the  ecclesiastical  emoluments  were,  which  the  rector  was 

(a)  Morgan  v.  Tyler,  cited  in         {b)  See  Norton  v.  Hammondy  1 
Short  V.  Lee,  2  Jac.  &  W.  464.  Y.  &  J.  94. 
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hot  to  have.    They  meant  only  to  say,  that  the  rector  shall  ^^^^^^' 

not  have  those  tithes,  whatever  they  are,  whether  moduses 

or  tithes  in  kind.    It  is  only  a  prohibition  and  exclusion  of 

his  right  to  that  extent.  It  was  immaterial  how  that  prohi-  . 

bition  was  expressed,  provided  the  instrument  pointed  out 

the  ecclesiastical  emoluments,  which,  without  that  provi* 

sion,  the  rector  would  necessarily  have  had.    I  think, 

therefore,  that  that  view  of  this  case  totally  fails,  it  rests 

on  no  plausible  foundation  whatever;  for  the  expression  is 

quite  equivocal,  and  it  is  the  only  one  on  which  this  part 

of  the  case  is  attempted  to  be  maintained. 

Now,  the  next  point  was,  with  respect  to  the  bounda- 
ries. It  is  undoubtedly  a  rule  of  pleading  on  these  sub- 
jects, that,  where  a  modus  is  sought  to  be  set  up  for  any 
particular  district  of  land,  the  person  who  insists  on  such 
modus  must  describe  accurately  the  boundaries  and  ex- 
tent and  limits  of  the  land,  which,  he  says,  are  covered  by 
the  modus,  because  the  parson  must  know  where  to  go  to 
look  for  his  modus  (a). 

In  this  case  the  word  park  is  used,  and  the  modus  sought  * 
to  be  established  is  said  to  be  a  modus  covering  the  park 
of  AUesleyf  and  if  the  issue  were,  whether  there  was  an 
ancient  park  at  AUesley  of  the  limits  and  boundaries  «et 
out  in  the  pleadings,  and  described  by  the  witnesses,  I 
should  think  that  the  documents  which  have  been  used  in 
order  to  disprove  that  part  of  the  defendant's  case,  deserv- 
ed the  highest  attention.  Still  I  should  havie  thought,  that 
though  they  deserved  the  highest  attention,  and  might 
have  great  weight  in  disproving  the  boundaries,  which  the 
occupiers  were  bound  to  make  but  on  their  part,  it  was  a 
matter  to  be  submitted  to  a  Jury,  and  that  the  evidence 
produced  was  not  conclusive  on  the  subject.  I  think  it 
would  have  been  exclusively  for  their  decision.  The  evi- 
dence respecting  this  part  of  the  case  rests  mainly  on  those 

(a)  With  respect  to  the  certainty      98  et  seq.,  156  et  teg.     GiUibrand 
oi  district  required  in  parochial  and      v.  Scotton,  4  Price,  267. 
farm  moduses,  see  2  Eagle*s  L.  T. 
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^^\dU*^^^'  ancient  inquisitions,  of  which  I  need  not  recite  the  cxpres- 

sions  or  the  nature.  They  state  this  park  to  be  of  the  ex- 
tent of  thirty  acres.  But  I  think  the  whole  of  this  argu- 
mentproceeds  on  a  misconception.  Theissue  is  not  whether 
there  was  an  ancient  park  of  the  name  of  AUesley  Pari,  of 
the  extent  and  Umits  and  boundaries  described,  but  whe- 
ther that  district,  which  is  now  called,  and  for  a  great 
length  of  time  appears  to  have  been  called,  Attesley  Pari, 
is  covered  by  the  ancient  modus  sought  to  be  established. 
It  was  proved  that  such  limits  exist,  that  they  are  known 
at  this  day  by  the  name  which  the  plaintiff  gives  them,  and 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  tithes  in  kind  have  never  been  render- 
ed for  these  particular  lands,  and  that  they  have  been  pro- 
tected by  the  modus  in  question.  Thus  the  plaintiff  has 
made  out  all  that  is  incumbent  on  him,  the  issue  not  being 
whether  there  is  an  ancient  farm  or  an  ancient  park  called 
AUesley  Pari;  but  whether  this  district,  which  now  ap- 
pears to  be  called  AUesley  Pari,  was  covered  by  such  a 
modus.  That  is  proved  by  shewing  actual  boundaries,  and 
by  shewing  that,  within  those  boundaries,  no  tithes  in  kind 
were  rendered,  but  that  it  was  protected  by  this  payment  of 
31.  6s.  8d.  I  think  the  whole  of  that  argument  proceeds 
on  a  misconception  of  that  which  is  the  real  issue  between 
the  parties.  It  is  not  enough  to  say,  that  all  this  may  be 
a  mistake;  I  think  it  must  be  shewn  that  it  is  a  mistake,  in 
order  to  authorize  us  to  set  aside  this  ancient  usage :  and 
if  I  were  to  conjecture  about  it,  I  should  conjecture  that 
the  whole  of  the  demesne  lands  formerly  in  the  hands  of 
Lord  de  Hastings,  or  of  those  persons  to  whom  he  succeed- 
ed, had  been  covered  by  this  payment ;  and  that,  though 
the  smaller  district  might,  de  facto,  have  been  turned  into 
the  form  of  a  park,  the  whole  district  whibh  was  coveredi 
originally  or  by  degrees  acquired  that  name.  That  con- 
jecture seems  to  fne  to  be  quite  a  sufficient  answer  to  all 
the  documents  that  have  been  produced.  Many  import- 
ant observations  arise  upon  the  face  of  the  documents,  but 
I  do  not  think  it  is  at  all  necessary  to  enter  into  those  obser- 
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▼atioDS.  Many  circumstances  concur  in  making  me  think  Bxch.^PUas^ 
that  those  documents  were  very  inaccurate  descriptions  of 
what  they  purport  to  describe.  There  are  one  or  two 
instances  in  which  I  myself  had  evidence  of  their  being 
extremely  inaccurate,  but  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go 
into  this  question  after  what  I  have  stated  with  respect  to 
the  nature  of  the  issue  between  the  parties  on  this  re- 
cord* 

Then  the  next  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  rank  modus. 
Now,  upon  the  question  of  rankness,  many  of  the  docu- 
ments used  on  the  other  subject  of  the  boundaries,  have 
been  brought  to  bear;  and  they  have  certainly  some  effect, 
and  much  attention  is  due  to  the  argument  that  is  used 
with  respect  to  them.     On  this  subject  all  Judges,  I  be- 
lieve^ have  agreed,  that  it  is  not  to  be  weighed  in  very  nice 
scales;  it  has  often  been  said,  that  it  may  have  been  worth 
while  for  an  individual,  or  a  great  lord,  to  give  a  great 
deal  more  than  the  value  of  the  tithes,  in  order  to  be  rid 
of  the  annoyance  which  that  right  sometimes  introduces. 
But,  at  the  same  time,  there  must  be  limits  to  this  obser- 
vation.    I  think  the  observations  which  I  have  made  al- 
ready on  the  question  of  the  boundaries,  shew  very  clearly 
what  affects  my  mind  on  this  subject.     The  argument  for 
the  rankness,  depends  very  much  on  the  small  limits  which 
are  supposed  to  be  covered  by  this  modus;  but,  as  I  am 
not  satisfied  that  there  is  any  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
limits  were  so  small  as  is  alleged,  and  as  I  think  that  they 
may  have  been  (which  is  enough  for  my  purpose,)  much 
more  extensive,  I  think  that  the  argument  of  rankness 
entirely  fails.     The  same  observations  will  be  an  answer 
to  the  arguments  arising  from  the  bailiff's  accounts.  Those 
are  accounts  which  relate  to  a  park  only ;  but  if  I  consider 
this  modus  as  covering  a  more  extensive  district  than  that 
which  is  strictly  the  park,  there  is  an  end  of  all  the  arguments 
from  these  documents,  for  undoubtedly  they  refer  only  to 
the  park.   I  think,  therefore,  upon  the  whole,  that  no  case 
sufficiently  strong  has  been  made  before  the  Court,  to  satisfy 


Beck. 
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*'^*-  ^^^*^'  ™e  that  this  is  a  bad  modus  on  any  of  the  grounds  contended 

for;  and  I  therefore  think,  that  we  ought  to  support  this 
ancient  usage,  which  was  proved  to  have  existed  for  nearly 
BftEE.  oiie  hundred  and  fifty  years,  under  the  strong  circum- 
stances which  I  have  mentioned.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion, 
that  there  ought  to  be  no  new  trial.  I  think  too,  that  I 
ought  not  to  consider  whether  I  made  exactly  the  same 
observations  to  the  Jury  in  this  case,  which  I  should  have 
made,  if  I  had  had  the  benefit  of  such  an  extended  argu- 
ment as  I  have  since  heard.  I  think  it  enough  for  me  to 
feel  that  whatever  observations  ought  to  have  been  made, 
the  Jury  might  very  reasonably  have  come  to  that  conclu- 
sion to  which  they  have  in  fact  come;  and,  if  I  am  satia- 
fied  of  that,  I  ought  not  to  give  to  the  party  a  new  trial. 
My  opinion  is,  therefore,  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged* 

Baylet,  B. — I  concur  entirely  with  my  Lord  Chief 
Baron,  that  the  rule  in  this  case  ought  to  be  discharged. 
The  issue  was,  whether  that  which  now  passes  by  the 
name  of  AUesley  Park,  and  which  contains  three  hundred 
and  twenty-seven  acres,  is  or  is  not  covered  by  a  payment 
of  3/.  6s.  8d.  a-year,  payable  at  a  given  period  in  that  year. 
How  long  that  which  is  now  called  the  park  has  had  that 
appellation  attached  to  it,  or  whether  the  whole  or  any 
part  originally  passed  by  that  name,  we  have  no  means  of 
forming  any  opinion;  but,  for  the  last  one  hundred  and 
thirty  or  one  hundred  and  forty  years,  namely,  from  the 
time  of  the  conveyance  which  was  proved,  it  has  bad  the 
name  of  AUesley  Park,  and  has  comprehended  the  whole 
district  which  is  the  subject  in  dispute ;  but  whether  the 
whole  of  that  was  in  very  ancient  times  what  may  be  de- 
nominated a  park,  or  whether  in  very  ancient  times  a  por- 
tion of  it  only  might  have  been  a  park,  and  the  rest  of  it 
might  be  considered  as  forming  the  park  estate,  owned 
with  the  park,  and  probably,  at  the  same  time,  occupied 
with  what  might  strictly  be  called  park  property,  is"  a 
question  as  to  which  the  evidence  is  doubtful.     The  case 
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has  been  decided  by  a  Jury,,  and  the  reason  for  which  Exch.  of  Pkas, 
we  are  required  to  send  it  down  again  to  another  Jury, 
is^  that  there  are  ancient  documentSi  from  which  docu- 
ments it  is  supposed  the  Jury  have  drawn  a  conclusion, 
which  they  ought  not  to  have  drawn. 

I  think,  when  we  look  carefully  and  minutely  at  many  of 
these  documents,  it  will  be  found  that  they  are  not  entitled 
to  the  weight  which  my  brother  Goulboum,  and  the  coun- 
sel on  his  side,  in  support  of  the  rule,  seem  to  think  they 
are  entitled  to  receive.  But  whatever  be  their  weight, 
unless  we  can  see  satisfactorily,  either  that  the  weight  of 
evidence  preponderates  against  the  verdict,  or  that  some 
plain  ground  is  furnished  by  such  documentary  evidence, 
which  would  satisfy  us  that  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  is  not 
a  right  verdict,  or  unless  there  had  been  some  misdirection 
on  the  part  of  my  Lord  Chief  Baron,  who  tried  this  cause, 
we  ought  not  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

In  thb  case,  there  are  three  points  made,  and  the  ques- 
tions arise,  ^rst,  has  this  payment  been  made  beyond  the 
time  of  legal  memory?  Secondly ^  has  it  been  made  for 
and  in  respect  of  these  three  hundred  and  twenty-seven 
acres?  And  thirdly ^  is  it  or  is  not  so  disproportionate  to 
what  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  the  value  of  the  tithes 
of  this  district,  at  the  commencement  of  legal  memory,  as 
to  be  unavailable  on  the  ground  of  rankness.  These  are 
the  three  points  for  consideration. 

In  order  to  make  out  that  the  payment  did  not  commence 
until  after  the  period  of  legal  memory,  a  document  of  the 
date  of  1349  is  reUed  upon,  and  that  b  the  only  document, 
and  the  only  piece  of  evidence  in  the  case,  from  which  pay- 
ment, within  the  time  of  legal  memory,  of  tithes  in  kind,  is  at- 
tempted to  be  inferred,  perhaps,  with  the  single  exception 
of  an  observation  which  may  be  made  on  the  bailiff's  ac- 
counts. Now,  when  we  look  at  this  instrument  on  which 
my  Lord  Chief  Baron  has  fully  commented,  what  is  it? 
Not  an  instrument  to  which  the  patron,  the  Lord  Aberga- 
venny ^  or  the  Lord  of  the  Manor,  or  the  owner  of  the 
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BtOL  of  PUas,  estate  in  question,  is  a  party.  It  is  an  instrument  by  which 

certain  persons,  professing  to  act  as  commissioners  for  the 
priory  and  convent  of  Coventry ,  take  upon  themseWes  to 
assign  to  the  rector  otAUesley,  all  the  tithes  and  obhitions 
belonging  to  that  church,  with  an  exception.  From  the 
language  in  which  that  exception  is  couched,  it  is  sup- 
posed that  we  are  bound  to  infer,  that  the  tithes  in  kind 
were  payable  at  that  period,  and  that,  in  his  observations 
to  the  Jury  in  that  particular,  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  was 
incorrect,  his  observations  in  that  respect  being,  that  the 
word  **  tithes  *"  in  that  instrument,  did  not  of  necessity 
import  tithe  in  kind,  but  might  be  satisfied  with  that 
customary  payment  (if  that  customary  payment  at  that  pe- 
riod existed)  which  subsisted  in  Ueu  of  tithe.  In  judging 
what  meaning  is  to  be  attached  to  a  particular  instrument, 
whether  of  ancient  or  of  modern  date,  it  is  material  to  con- 
sider what  information  the  persons  who  speak  by  such  in- 
strument may  be  likely  to  have  on  the  subject,  and  how 
far  they  would  be  likely  to  confine  themselves  to  the  most 
accurate  language.  Now,  all  they  say  in  this  case  is,  we 
give  you  every  thing  else,  but  there  is  one  subject  on  which 
we  do  not  act,  we  leave  the  question  of  tithe  of  the  park  of 
AUesley  as  we  found  it.  Does  that  of  necessity  mean, 
that  tithe  was  payable  in  kind  ?  If  for  60  years  before  that 
period  there  had  been  a  bargain  by  which  the  money  pay- 
ment of  SL  Qs.  Sd.  was  to  be  paid  in  lieu  of  tithe  of  this 
park,  it  would  be  natural  to  use  this  word  **  tithe,**  be- 
cause it  was  not  material  in  that  document,  that  they 
should  distinguish  whether  the  tithe  was  payable  by  a 
money  payment,  the  manner  of  payment  of  the  tithe  being 
perfectly  immaterial  to  the  object  with  which  that  excep- 
tion was  introduced. 

The  next  document  that  was  relied  on,  was  a  document 
of  the  date  of  1279,  the  object  of  which  was  to 'satisfy  our 
minds,  that  the  payment,  though  it  might  have  been  im- 
memorial, was  not  made  for  the  3S7  acres,  but  for  a  much 
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less  quantity y  because  AUesley  Park  is  in  that  document  ^^igC/*'**"' 
described  as  containing  SO  acres,  and  SO  acres  only.  Whe- 
ther that  be  an  accurate  description  of  the  quantity  of  land 
which  at  that  period  was  considered  as  constituting  Alles- 
ley  Park,  or  whether,  by  "  the  acre,"  at  that  period,  was 
meant  the  same  quantity  which  is  denominated  by  an  acre 
now«  we  do  not  know.  I  think  the  true  answer  to  this  do- 
cumenty  in  the  attempt  made  to  apply  it  to  the  present  case, 
is  this,  that  there  might  be  a  park  of  80  acres,  and  of  30 
acres  only  at  that  period  of  time,  but  that  such  park  did 
not  constitute  the  full  extent  of  those  limits  for  which  the 
3^  6s.  8d.  was  paid,  but  that  it  constituted  a  part,  and  a 
yery  inconsiderable  part,  of  the  land  covered  by  this  pay- 
ment. I  therefore  think  that  this  document  does  not  fur- 
nish a  satis&ctory  ground  for  believing,  that  at  the  time  in 
question,  the  land  which  was  covered  by  the  payment  now 
under  consideration^  consisted  of  30  acres,  and  of  30  acres 
only. 

The  bulk  of  the  residue  of  the  evidence  will  be  found  in 
a  great  degree  to  apply  to  the  question  of  rankness.  Now, 
on  the  question  of  rankness,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  this 
is  a  farm  modus,  covering  a  large  portion  of  land.  It  is  a 
modus  in  which  the  patron,  of  the  living  is  one  of  the  par- 
ties, and  it  is  not  very  improbable,  that  the  patron  of  the 
living,  who  was  to  protect  his  land  for  all  periods  of  time, 
and  who  was  to  have  the  power  of  conferring  that  living  up- 
on the  personal  object  of  his  consideration,  should,  with  a 
view  to  perfect  the  future  security  of  his  estate,  make  a 
&ir  and  liberal  compensation  to  the  rector  of  the  parish. 
It  is  not  improbable,  that,  under  such  circumstances,  he 
should  be  liberal  as  to  the  amount  of  the  money  to  be 
given  by  way  of  modus  or  compensation  for  the  tithe. 
Besides,  on  calculation,  the  sum  does  not  amount  to  quite 
Sid.  per  acre;  which  is  certainly  not  a  large  quantum  per 
acre.  There  have  been  moduses  attempted  to  be  esta- 
blished, in  which  the  sum  per  acre  was  much  larger,  and 
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Bjeeh.  of  pieos,  I  believe  a  farm  modus  has  been  actually  established  (and 

a  distinption  has  been  from  time  to  time  made  between 
farm  moduses  and  others,  allowing  a  greater  degree  of  liber- 
ality in  respect  of  farm  moduses  (a)),  in  which  Is*  per  acre 
was  not  considered  as  being  too  high  (6).  You  cannot, 
therefore,  predicate  of  a  farm  modus,  that  it  must  of  ne- 
cessity be  too  high,  when  it  is  Sid.,  or  Z^d.  per  acre. 

In  order  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  there  could  not  have 
been  an  immemorial  payment  of  3/.  6s.  Sd.,  Pope  Nicholases 
Taxation  is  relied  upoQ ;  and  it  is  said,  that  the  payment 
bears  so  large  a  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  whole  tkhe, 
being  five  marks,  and  the  whole  tithe  being  described  in 
Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation  as  of  the  value  of  twelve,  that 
it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  this  money  payment  could 
have  been  made  at  the  time  in  question.  That  of  course 
was  a  matter  of  observation,  and  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Jury.  The  Jury  ^ould  have  to  consider  on  the  one 
hand,  whether  they  were  satisfied  that,  in  that  particular. 
Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation  was  or  was  not  correct,  and 
whether  it  did  or  did  not  truly  and  accurately  state  the 
full  amount  of  money  which  was  the  value  of  the  living  in 
question.  That  was  a  question  for  them ;  and  perhaps,  if 
they  had  drawn  a  contrary  conclusion  in  this  case,  I  might 
not,  in  any  respect,  have  been  dissatisfied  with  it.  But, 
Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  one  of  the 
strongest  grounds  against  the  present  verdict,  and  that 
having  been  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  Jury, 
without  any  observation  which  would  in  any  respect  im- 
peach the  conclusion  to  which  the  Jury  came,  it  does  not 
furnish  any  material  ground  on  which  the  present  verdict 
can  properly  be  set  aside. 

(a)  The  distiaction  between  a  is  now  fully  settled  by  a  long  aeries 

farm  modus  and  a  modus  for  spe-  of  decisions.  See  Eagle's  L.T.  189, 

cific  articles,  is  established  and  re-  1 90. 

cognized  by  the  older  decisions,  (6)    O'Connor  ▼.  Cook,  6  Ves. 

and  although  subsequently  disre-  665;  8  Id.  535. 
garded  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
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open  to  pretty  nearly  the  same  observation*    The  Noful^ 

Rolls  followed  the  taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas,  and  the 
Ecclesiastical  Survey  puts  the  value  of  the  property  in 
question  at  about  17  marks  and  a  fraction,  raising  it  con- 
siderably higher  certainly  than  it  was  in  Pope  Nicholas's 
Taxation.  There  were  two  or  three  inquisitions  about 
that  time,  which  were  presented  to  the  consideration  of  the 
Jury,  from  which  it  was  inferred,  that  the  value  of  the 
property  in  question  was  so  inconsiderable  at  that  period, 
that  it  is  imposttble  there  could  have  been  SL  6s.  8d.  pay- 
able by  way  of  composition  for  the  tithe.  Now,  as  to  that, 
when  we  look  at  the  value  which  is  put  on  the  amount  of 
the  property  to  which  these  inquisitions  refer,  it  certainly 
appears,  that,  in  several  instances,  they  put  the  value  so 
low,  that,  I  am  not  surprised  that  a  Jury  should  consider 
those  inquisitions  as  not  furnishing  safe  and  solid  grounds 
on  which  they  were  to  act. 

The  baiEff's  accounts  were  materially  pressed  upon  our 
consideration,  and  I  think  they  admit  of  plain  and  easy 
answers*  They  were  adduced  for  the  purpose  of  satis- 
fying  the  Court,  that,  from  the  rents  with  which  the  baiUff 
charged  himself,  it  was  improbable  that  the  whole  property 
would,  at  that  period  of  time,  have  been  of  such  an  amount, 
as  could  in  any  respect  make  8/.  6s.  8d*  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  tithes ;  and  they  were  adduced  also,  for 
the  purpose  of  implying,  that  if  the  sum  of  3L  6s.  Sd.  was 
at  that  time  payable,  it  was  to  be  expected  that  the  bailiff, 
in  discharging  himself  in-  his  account,  would  have  taken 
notice  of  the  payments  in  discharge  of  that  sum  of  money. 
Now,  in  the  first  place,  when  we  look  at  the  buliff's  ac- 
counts, with  what  does  the  bailiff  debit  himself?  He 
debits  himself  with  8/.  Ss.  4d.  for  the  farm  and  the 
agistment  of  the  park.  Now,  the  first  question  I  would 
ask  on  that  is,  what  was  the  extent  of  that  park?  Was 
it  the  whole  327  acres,  or  not?  On  that  this  document  is 
perfectly  silent;  it  might  be  that  park  which  had  been 
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^^\^Ji^^^  mentioned  in  the  early  inquisition  as  .being  30  acres,  and 

«f  much  smaller  dimensions  and  extent  than  that  which 
now  has  acquired  the  name,  and  passes  by  the  name  of 
AUesley  Park,  containing  827  acres.  Therefore,  we  are 
at  a  loss  to  know,  in  these  bailiff's  accounts,  what  was  the 
extent  of  the  agistment  of  the  park.  Well,  then,  what  is 
meant  by  the  agistment?  Does  that  give  to  the  tenant 
the  full  possession  of  the  land,  the  sole  and  exclusive  oc- 
cupation, with  all  the  pasturage  and  all  the  privileges?  or 
does  it  merely  give  him,  at  certain  periods  of  the  year,  the 
power  of  turning  in  his  cattle,  and  feeding  them  on  the 
grass?  Is  the  whole  o£  it,  in  the  first  place,  in  pasturage? 
Is  there  to  be  no  hay  made?  Is  the  lord  to  be  excluded  ? 
All  that  would  depend  on  the  bargain  which  the  bailiff 
from  time  to  time  made  on  behalf  of  his  lord  with  the 
person  to  whom  the  agistment  was  given.  The  agistment 
may  imply,  that  the  lord  is  to  have  his  hay,  that  the  lord 
is  to  be  at  liberty  to  turn  in  cattle  of  his  own ;  but  that,  sub- 
ject to  the  lord*s  rights  in  these  respects,  the  tenant,  or 
person  to  whom  the  agistment  is  let,  shall  have  the  power 
of  turning  in  and  taking  cattle  of  other  persons.  Now» 
considering  the  loose  language  in  which  the  agistment  of 
the  park  is  mentioned,  and  without  knowing  what  was 
meant  by  the  park  at  that  period  of  time,  these  bailiff's 
accounts  do  not  seem  to  me  to  furnish  any  ground  which 
enables  me  to  say  distinctly  for  what  that  sum  of  8/.  St.  4cif. 
was  paid.  But  it  is  said,  that  if  this  payment  was  at  that 
time  made,  it  is  natural  to  expect  that  the  bailiff  would 
have  discharged  himself  by  shewing  that  he  had  made 
that  payment;  that,  however,  would  depend  on  this,  whe- 
ther he  was  to  be  the  hand  by  which  the  payment  was  to 
be  made.  It  might  be,  that  the  person  to  whom  the  agist- 
ment was  let,  might,  by  the  bargain,  be  the  person  to  pay 
this  8L  6s.  8rf.,  or  it  might  be,  that  the  receiver,  to  whom 
the  bailiff  from  time  to  time  made  his  payments,  was  the 
person  by  whom  the  3L  Gs.  8d,  was  to  be  paid;  for  it  will 
appear,  that,  in  every  one  of  those  documents,  there  is  a 
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balance  paid  by  the  bailiff  to  the  receiver,  atid  it  is  quite  ^^\^^^^* 
as  natural  to  suppose  that  the  receiver  would  be  the  per^ 
son  by  whom  this  SI.  6^.  8d.  was  to  be  paid,  as   that  it 
should  be  paid  by  the  bailiff. 

Having  made  these  observations  with  respect  to  the 
effect  of  the  bailiff's  entries,  I  believe  I  am  now  brought 
to  the  consideration  of  the  leases  in  the  time  of  Edward 
the  6th,  and  of  Philip  and  Mary^  and  the  conveyance  or 
mortgage,  for  600/.  Now  the  lease  is  at  a  rent  of  20L 
per  annum,  but  whether  any  fine  was  paid  for  that,  is  a 
pcMut  which  we  are  totally  at  a  loss  to  know.  The  lease 
itself  is  not  produced,  and  we  are  ignorant  what  lands  it 
comprehends. 

The  second  lease,  which  was  gruited  at  40/.  a-year,  is  a 
lease  granted  in  consideration,  not  only  of  that  rent,  but 
also  of  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  the  said  Lord  jiberga^ 
eetrnfff  in  his  need  disbursed;  what  proportion,  therefore, 
might  be  paid  by  way  of  fine  in  order  to  get  that  lease,  is 
a  point  on  which  this  evidence  leaves  us  entirely  in  the 
dark.  The  extent  of  what  is  granted  by  that  lease,  de- 
pends on  what  was  the  extent  of  the  inclosed  park  at  that 
time :  whether  that  did  or  did  not  include  the  3S7  acres,  or 
whether  it  applied  only  to  a  limited  district,  is  a  point  on 
which  the  evidence  of  the  case  leaves  us  entirely,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  in  the  dark.  And  I  think,  in  that  respect,  it 
does  not  furnish  a  ground  on  which  we  can  safely  act. 
The  conveyance  is  a  conveyance  by  way  of  mortgage,  in 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  400/.  lent ;  and  there  is  a  sti- 
pulation for  the  payment  of  2001.  more,  if  Lord  Aberga- 
venny shall  not  make  his  payment  within  the  period  of  time, 
within  which,  according  to  the  stipulation  in  the  mortgage, 
it  was  required  he  should  make  it ;  and  in  that  event  the 
mortgagee  is,  on  the  payment  of  200/.  in  addition,  to  be  en- 
titled to  claim  a  conveyance  of  the  estate.  Now,  what  is  it 
that  this  instrument  passes  ?  If  that  applies  to  the  whole 
337  acres,  I  admit  that  it  would  be  a  strong  document 
against  the  present  verdict,  for  it  would  shew  that,  at  that 
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Eseh.  of  Pieoi,  period  of  timei  600/.  was  considered  as  being  the  full  va- 
lue of  the  property  in  question.  But  it  seems  to  me  to  ad- 
mit of  a  fair  matter  of  doubt,  whether  it  does  apply  to  the 
whole  of  the  3S7  acres  or  not.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that  that  instrument  does  not  furnish  any  solid,  safe,  or  sa- 
tisfactory ground,  on  which  we  can  say,  that  this  verdict 
ought  to  be  disturbed. 

Looking  at  all  the  documents,  it  seems  to  me,  that  no- 
thing furnishes  any  thing  like  a  substantial  ground  for 
questioning  the  propriety  of  the  present  verdict,  except 
the  taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas^  where  the  value  of  the 
whole  living  is  described  as  being  twelve  marks,  the  Nones 
Rolls f  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey  f  and  this  mortgage.  They 
do  not,  however,  as  it  seems  to  me,  furnish  any  satisfactory 
ground  upon  which  we  can  approach  to  any  thing  like  cer- 
tainty that  the  present  verdict  is  wrong,  or  that  a  differ- 
ent jury  ought  not  to  come  to  a  similar  conclusion,  or  that 
a  contrary  conclusion  would  be  one  which  would  ultimate- 
ly decide  what  would  be  just  between  the  parties.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion,  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. 

Garrow  B. — I  entirely  agree  with  all  the  reasoning 
which  has  been  delivered  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  and 
my  brother  Bayley^  on  the  several  documents,  and  on  the 
evidence  which  has  been  submitted  to  the  Jury ;  and  I  con- 
cur with  them  in  thinking,  that  this  verdict  ought  not  to 
be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

Vaughan,  B. — Having  listened  with  earnest  attention  to 
the  very  able  arguments  that  have  been  addressed  to  the 
Court  in  support  of  this  rule,  and  having  also  listened  to 
the  elaborate  judgments  given  by  my  learned  brothers  who 
have  preceded  me,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged.  I  do  not  regret  that  this  has  been  m^de  the 
subject  of  much  discussion,  because  it  is  not  enough  mere- 
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ly  that  justice  should  be  administered  between  the  parties,  **'*•  ^^''^» 
but  it  is  desirable  that  it  should  be  administered  accord* 
iog  to  their  just  and  reasonable  expectations. 

This  is  an  issue  directed  by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron, 
for  the  purpose  of  informing  his  conscience,  and  with  a 
▼iew  to  assist  him  in  administering  that  relief,  to  which  the 
parties  to  the  bill  may  ultimately  appear  to  be  entitled.  I 
take  it  to  be  clear,  that  it  was  competent  to  my  Lord  Chief 
Baron  to  hare  assumed  to  himself,  if  he  bad  been  so  dis- 
posed, the  determination  of  erery  matter  of  fact  suggested 
by  this  record;  but  it  has  been  the  practice,  more  espe- 
cially of  late  years,  (for  I  believe  it  has  been  much  more 
frequent  of  late  years  than  in  earlier  times),  to  send  these 
matters  to  the  consideration  of  a  jury,  whenever  a  reason- 
able doubt  is  suggested  (a). 

It  will  be  remembered,  however,  that  the  point  to  be 
decided  on  this  issue  is  a  pure  matter  of  fact:  the  issue 
being,  whether  a  certain  tract  or  district  of  land,  comprising 
about  337  acres,  called  AUesley  Parity  was  or  was  not  co- 
vered by  a  modus  or  money  payment  of  3/.  6«.  8c/.  (6). 

Now,  that  issue  involved  two  propositions  of  fact:  the 
first  related  to  the  identity  of  the  land,  because  it  certain- 
ly was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  modus 
applied  to  the  particular  lands  whicl^were  referred  to  in  the 
proceedings  in  equity.  It  was  necessary  to  shew  that  these 
particular  lands  were  the  subject  of  this  money  payment.  It 
was  then  also  necessary  to  shew  further,  that  this  payment 
had  existed  from  time  immemorial.  The  affirmative  of  that 
issue  was  upon  the  plaintiff  at  law,  the  defendant  in  equity, 
and  being  on  him,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff,  be- 
yond all  question,  to  make  out  these  two  propositions  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Jury. 

(a)  See,  upon  this  subject,  2  (6)  Rankness  in  a  modus  is  ao 

Eagle's  L.  T.  377  et  teq^  and  the      objection  of  fact,  and  not  of  law. 
tbere  cited.  See  2  Eagle's  L.  T.  185  et  seq, 

VOL.  I.  T 
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ed  in  this  issue.  As  it  seems  to  me,  it  has  been  established 
in  the  only  way  in  which  it  could  be  established,  affinna- 
tively  and  negatively — negatively,  by  shewing  that  no 
tithe  in  kind  had  ever,  in  the  memory  of  the  oldest  wit- 
ness that  was  called,  been  paid;  and  affirmatively,  by 
shewing  that  this  money  payment  had  been  made  uni- 
formly- without  interruption  for  a  long  succession  of  years, 
extending,  according  to  the  evidence,  beyond  aU  question, 
if  t)ot  as  far  back  as  1692,  certainly  as  far  badL  as  169& 
Thb  appears  to  me  to  diffisr  from  the  cases  that  have  ge- 
nerally fallen  within  my  experience,  for  I  must  say  I  never, 
in  the  whole  course  of  my  experience,  saw  any  proof  so 
strong,  so  clear,  so  cogent,  I  had  almost  said,  so  irresist- 
ible, as  that  which  was  adduced  in  this  case*  From  the 
fact  of  this  payment  haying  been  made  for  the  period  dur- 
ing which  it  was  proved  to  have  been  made>  namely,  for 
ISO  or  140  years,  the  Jury  would  be  called  upon  to  con- 
clude that  it  had  existence  beyond  the  time  of  legal  me-, 
mory,  unless  there  was  the  most  distinct,  clear,  and  satis- 
factory evidence  to  prove  the  origin  of  that  payment  within 
a  later  period. 

With  respect  to  the  boundaries,  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  there  was  any  contradictory  evidence ;  for  it  must  be  re-, 
membered,  that  the  issue  was  not  what  was  anciently  the 
limit  of  AUesley  Park,  properly  so  called,  but  what  was 
the  limit  of  the  district  known  by  the  name  of  AUesley 
Pari,  for  which  this  payment  had  been  made.  Now,  as. 
has  been  observed,  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  plain-, 
tiff's  evidence  that  the  park  might  anciently  have  consist-, 
ed  of  thirty  acres  only;  and  still  it  does  not  follow  that  this 
payment  might  not  anciently  have  covered  a  much  larger 
portion  of  land. 

Supposing  it  to  be  reasonably  made  out,  that  this  pay- 
ment applies  to  the  district  called  AUesley  Park,  of  the 
extent  of  S27  acres,  is  it  then  to  be  inferred  that  this 
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payment  is  too  large  under  the  circumstances?  In  other  Erch,  qfpieas, 
words,  is  this  a  rank  modus!  The  amount  is  about  2^d,  an 
acre.  The  documents  relied  on  are.  Pope  Nicholases  Tax-- 
ation,  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey ^  the  Non€e  Rolts^  and  the 
bailifiTs  accounts.  These  are  the  materials  on  which  the 
defendant  relies  to  negative  the  presumption  that  this  pay- 
ment had  continued  immemorially.  If  the  Jury  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  payment  existed  from  time  imme- 
morial,  rankness  would  be  out  of  the  question.  If  the  pay^ 
ment  be  very  high,  it  is  strong  evidence,  and  furnishes  a 
presumption  and  an  inference  that  it  is  not  immemoriaL 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  payment  is  what  appears  to  be 
extremely  low,  that  again  should  enter  into  the  considera* 
tion  of  the  Jury.  The  subject  of  rankness  has  been 
brought  under  discussion  in  many  cases  (a).  There  are  two 
to  which  I  will  particularly  allude.  In  the  case  of  O^ Connor 
V.  Cook[b)^  a  farm  modus  was  insisted  on  of  SO/.,  covering 
400  acres;  that  was  a  shilling  for  every  acre.  When  it 
came  to  be  discussed  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  he 
thought  it  was  extremely  large,  and  it  was  pressed  upon 
his  Lordship — ^Why  will  you  send  this  down,  it  is  only 
sending  it  to  the  prejudice  of  the  Jury?  Lord  Kenr 
yon^  when  at  the  Rolls,  having  been  supposed  to  have 
said,  on  one  occasion— It  is  not  sending  it  to  the  judg- 
ment, but  to  tiie  prejudices  of  the  Jury.  The  Lord 
Chancellor  said,  I  cannot  so  speak  of  the  constituted  tri- 
bunab  of  the  country:  Juries  are  appointed  to  decide  on. 
such  questions;  they  deliver  their  judgment  under  the 
obligation  of  an  oath,  and  according  to  their  consciences; 
therefore,  I  shall  send  tiikis  question  down  to  them,  what- 
ever may  be  my  opinion  of  the  amount  of  this  payment.  The 
Lord  Chancellor,  impressed  with  a  notion  that  it  was  a  very 
large  modus  to  insist  on,  sent  it  down ;  and  the  Jiury  estab- 
lished the  modus.    There  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  in 

(a)  See  the  cases  collected  in      2  Eagle,  L.  T.  185  et  $eq, 
Skori  ▼.  Lee,  2  Jac.  &  W.  464,  and  (6)  6  Ves.  665;  8  Id.  535. 

t2 
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£*ek.  pf  Pkat,  which  it  was  contended,  that  the  learned  Judge  who  tried 

the  cause  had  not  paid  that  attention^  and  had  not  given 
that  weight  to  the  taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas^  to  which  it 
was  entitled.  It  is  very  much  to  be  lamented  that  different 
Judges  attach  such  different  credit  to  this  document.  I  ne« 
▼er  heard  one  hold  it  to  be  conclusive  on  the  question ;  some 
have  treated  it  with  less  respect  than  others ;  but  in  all  in- 
stances where  it  has  been  laid  before  the  Jury,  it  has  been 
left  for  the  Jury  under  the  circumstances  to  decide  upon. 
It  was  also  said,  that  further  evidence  had  been  discover- 
ed ;  and  my  Lord  Chancellor  sent  it  down  to  a  second  in- 
quiry, thinking,  undoubtedly,  the  payment  was  very  large; 
but  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  question  whether  the  dis- 
trict covered  by  the  modus  was  not  a  part  of  another  ham-* 
let,  and,  therefore,  whether  it  might  not  extend  to  a 
larger  district  than  the  400  acres.  It  went  down  a  se- 
cond time,  the  Jury  were  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  form-" 
er  Jury,  and  they  affirmed  this  modus  of  Is.  per  acre. 
Upon  this,  a  third  application  was  made  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, which  he  rejected,  and  ajBSrmed  the  modus  (a).  It 
had  been  decided  by  the  tribunal  which  was  competent  to 
decide  it;  it  was  a  matter  of  fact;  there  was  no  imputaUon 
against  the  Judge  that  he  had  not  done  his  duty;  the 
verdict  stood ;  and  a  decree  was  made  upon  it. 

There  is  another  case,  otFermeryr.  Loraine{b)t  which  was 
a  farm  modus,  insisted  on  to  cover  about  200  acres  of  land, 
and  which,  I  think,  amounted  to  about  T^f.  or  Sd.  an  acre. 
It  was  the  case  of  the  vicarage  of  Normanton^  in  Leicesier- 
sMre.  There  the  question  of  value  introduced  the  taxation 
of  Pope  Nicholas  and  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey;  and  one 
party  undertook  to  demonstrate,  that  the  tithes  had 
been  taken  in  kind.  For  that  purpose  a  lease,  in  the 
time  of  Charles  the  Snd,  of  the  tithes,  was  produced, 
f^nd  there  was  a  discussion  upon  the  question,  whether 

(a)  9  Ves.  168.  (h)  Not  reported. 
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a  lease  of  the  tii/ie  would  not  be  the  proper  mode  of  ^^j?^/'''*^ 
demising  them,  even  if  covered  by  a  modus.  That  ar- 
gument was  pressed  upon  the  Court.  The  Jury  having 
found  a  verdict  for  the  rector,  an  application  was  made 
for  a  new  trial.  A  new  trial  was  granted,  the  cause 
went  down  a  second  time,  and  the  Jury  found  for  the 
church  again.  Another  application  was  made  for  a  new 
trial,  and  then  the  parties  compromised  it;  but  it  was  twice 
tried.  That  was  a  case  of  a  verdict  accordant  with  the 
opinion  of  the  Court;  and  notwithstanding  those  docu- 
ments, the  evidence  being  very  strong  on  the  subject  of 
the  modus,  the  Court  granted  a  new  triaL  Under  these 
circumstances,  therefore,  my  mind  is  not  at  all  embarrassed 
with  the  consideration  of  rankness;  for  this  modus  may 
have  existed  from  time  immemorial,  though  it  cover  a 
district  of  S27  acres,  amounting,  as  it  does,  only  to  Zkl.  an 
acre.  A  distinction,  in  all  cases,  has  been  taken  between 
what  is  called  a  farm  modus,  and  a  modus  for  a  particu- 
lar article,  where  you  may,  by  reference  to  books,  ascer- 
tain pretty  much  what  the  value  of  the  particular  article 
was  at  the  time.  I  am  not  sure  that  twelve  men  may  not 
honestly  differ  in  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  evi- 
dence on  the  one  side  and  on  the  other;  but  that  is  not 
enough,  unless  we  can  see  distinctly,  that  injustice  has  been 
done,  and  that  the  Jury  have  come  to  a  wrong  conclusion. 
In  the  present  case,  not  seeing  that  the  Jury  have  come 
to  a  wrong  conclusion.  Lam  not  prepared  to  say,  that  their 
judgment  ought  to  be  reversed.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, I  agree  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged* 
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Etch,  of  PUa9, 
1830. 


GENERAL  RULES. 


Feei  of  the 
•worn  and  lide 
dcrki. 


OFFICERS  OF  THE  COURT  AMP  THEIR  FEES. 

In  pursuance  of  an  act  passed  in  the  first  year  of  bis  pre- 
sent Majesty*8  reign^  intituled  **  An  Act  for  the  more  effec- 
tual Administration  of  Justice  in  England  and  Wales  (a)/' 
It  is  ordered  by  the  Courts  that  the  several  fees  hereunder 
mentioned  shall  and  may  continue  to  be  taken  by  the 
sworn  and  side  clerks  of  this  Court,  the  same  being  for  du- 
ties to  be  performed  by  them  as  officers  of  the  Court,  simi- 
lar to  the  duties  of  the  other  superior  Courts.  And  it  is 
further  ordered,  that,  in  the  taxation  and  allowance  of 
costs,  such  fees  shall  be  distinguished  from,  and  foiYn  no 
part  of  the  fees  and  charges  which  shall  be  allowed  to  the 
attomies  who  have  been,  or  shall  be,  admitted  to  practise 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  but  the  same  shall  be 
allowed  as  disbursements. 

The  Fees  above  referred  to, 

[These  fees  are  ezcluuve  of  the  Master's  fees.] 

On  process  of  s^U^jo^na  ad  respondendum  •  • 
Filing  affidavit  of  service  otsubpcena  .... 
Attachment  for  not  appearing  to  subpana  .  • 
i^fio^  and  ^/tirj^^  attachment,  each  •  .  •  • 
One  appearance  in  the  paper  book  for  one  de- 
fendant       010 


0 

1 

6 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

6 

0 

1 

6 

(a)  1  Wm.  4,  c.  70,  s.  10,  enacts, 
**  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
Barons  of  the  said  Court,  [of  £xcAe-< 
guer]^  and  they  are  hereby  required, 
to  distinguish,  by  their  rules  and 
orders,  the  fees  which  shall  continue 
to  be  taken  by  the  sworn  and  side 
clerks  of  the  Court,  for  the  duties 
performed  as  officers  of  the  Court, 
similar  to  the  duties  of  the  officers 


of  die  other  superior  Courts,  from 
such  fees  and  charges  as  shall  be 
allowed  to  be  taken  by  the  attomies 
so  admitted  to  practise,  so  that  the 
amount  of  such  fees  and  charges, 
upon  the  whole,  do  not  exceed  the 
amount  and  rate  of  such  fees  and 
chaiges  as  are  now  allowed  upon 
the  taxation  of  costs.*' 
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For  every  additional  defendant 0    0    4^   1830. 

On  special  bail  and  filing 0    4    4 

For  taking  bail  off  the  file  to  produce  in  Court  0    10 
Filing  all  affidavits^  (not  excepted  by  act  of  Par- 

liament)^  posteas,  and  inquisitions  ••••010 
Searching  for  all  writSj  affidavits^  and  processesy 

each  time,  per  Term 0    0*  4 

Searching  for  judgment  and  all  matters  of  record, 

perTerm 004 

Office  copies  of  all  affidavits,  and  other  matters 

of  record,  ^er  folio 008 

Office  copies  of  all  rules,  per  folio 0    0    4 

On  taking  all  pleadings  out  of  the  office,  4rf.  per 

folio,  according  to  the  number  of  folios  mark- 
ed on  the  pleading  by  the  party  filing  the 

same,  j9er  folio 0 

On  filing  declarations 0 

Enrolling  deeds  and  other  matters  requiring  to 

be  enrolled,  per  folio    ••••••••  0 

For  every  warrant  of  attorney  •••«••  0 

For  entering  every  rule 0 

For  drawing,  and  copy  of  every  order  of  Court, 

p^r  folio •     •  0 

For  exemplifying  a  record,  per  folio   •    •    •    •  0 

For  entering  a  certiorari  out  of  Chaneery    •    •  0 

For  acknowledging  satisfaction  on  record     •     •  0 

For  every  release 0 

For  entering  an  audita  querela  ••••••  0 

For  attending  every  trial  at  bar      •     •     •     .     .  1 

For  every  exhibit  read  at  a  trial  at  bar    ...  0 
For  entering  all  proceedings  on  writs  of  error, 

per  folio %..0 

For  enrolling  writ  of  error 0 

For  office  copies  of  all  pleadings,  when  requbr- 

ed,  per  folio 0 

J*or  each  writ  of  supersedeas  on  an  attach]tient  0 


0 

4 

0 

4 

0 

4 

0 

4 

0 

4 

0 

8 

0 

4 

8 

4 

4 

8 

a 

0 

3 

4 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

4 

6 

8 

0 

4 

1 

0 
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Duties  of  the 
sworn  and  side 
clerlLS. 


Duties  of  the 
mister. 


Office  hours  at 

Exchequer 

office. 


Appointment  of 
aitornies,  ad- 
mitted, to  sue 
and  defend,  in 
actions  pre- 
viously com* 
roenced. 


That  the  several  duties  for  which  fees  are  appointed  in 
the  said  schedule,  shall  be  performed  by  the  sworn  and 
side  clerks  of  the  said  office,  or  their  sufficient  deputies  or 
deputy,  on  the  request  of  the  persons  now  or  hereafter  ad- 
mitted to  practice  as  attomies  in  this  Court,  within  the 
hours  and  times  hereinafter  appointed,  whereupon  such 
fees  as  aforesaid  ^hall  become  payable  (a). 

That  the  several  duties  heretofore  performed  by  the 
clerk  of  the  pleas  orhis  deputy,  at  the  instance  of  the  sworn 
or  side  clerks  of  the  office  of  pleas,  shall  hereafter,  at  the 
instance  of,  and  for  the  attornies  admitted  as  aforesMd, 
be  in  like  manner  performed  by  the  said  clerk  of  the 
pleas,  or  his  deputy,  on  payment  of  his  lawful  fees  for  the 
same(&}. 

That  the  said  office  of  pleas  shall  be  kept  open  for  bu- 
siness everyday,  {Sundays  ^  Christmas. Day  ^  Good  Friday  ^ 
Easier  Monday ^  Ascension  Day,  and  Midsummer-day,  and 
days  appointed  for  public  feasts,  thanksgiving,  or  fasts, 
excepted),  from  the  hour  of  1 1  in  the  morning  till  3  in 
the  afternoon,  and  from  5  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  till  9 
oclock  at  night,  during  Term,  and  for  sixteen  days  after  an 
issuable  Term,  and  for  ten  days  after  a  non-issuable  Term; 
and  at  other  times  till  seven  o'clock  in  the  evening* 

That  in  all  actions,  which,  before  the  first  day  of  diis 
present  Term,  were  pending  in  this  Court,  the  parties, 
plaintifls  or  defendants,  shall  and  may  be  at  liberty  to  ap- 
ply to  one  of  the  Barons  of  this  Court,  for  an  order  ap- 
pointing any  person  who  shall  then  be  an  attorney  (c)  of  this 


(a)  For  the  duties  of  the  sworn 
and  side  clerks  of  the  Exchequer, 
see  Dax's  Practice  of  the  Exchequer, 
and  1  BurtOQ,  1 1 — 16. 

(h)  For  the  duties  of  the  master 
or  clerk  of  tlie  pleas,  or  his  deputy, 
see  Dax's  Practice  of  the  Exchequer, 
and  1  Burton,  5-^1 1 . 

(f )  By  Stat.  1  Wm.  4,  c.  70,  s. 


10,  it  is  enacted,  '*  That  all  persoos 
admitted  or  admissible  to  pnctise 
as  attomies  iu  the  Courts  of  Kin^t 
Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  shall  be 
admissible  in  like  manner  as  ai* 
tomies  of  the  Court  of  Excheqtierp 
and  be  admitted  and  allowed  to 
practise  there  as  such,  upon  appli- 
cation to  the  Barons  of  that  Court, 
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Court,  to  be  his  Of  her  attorney,  in  further  prosecuting  or 
defending  such  action,  upon  undertaking  to  pay  the  sworn 
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without  being  obliged  to  employ 
any  clerk  in  court  in  the  capacity  of 
attorney  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
any  law  or  usage  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding/* 

To  obtain  admission  as  an  attor- 
ney of  this  Court,  an  attorney  of 
the  King't  Bench  or  Common  Pleai 
must  take  bis  admission  in  those 
Courts  to  the  chambers  of  one  of 
the  Barons  of  this  Court,  who,  if  he 
think  fit,  will  grant  Sijiat,  directing 
the  master  to  swear,  admit,  and 
enrol  him.  The  attorney  must  then 
make  an  affidavit,  on  stamped  pa- 
per, stating^  that  the  proper  duty 
imposed  on  articles  of  clerkship, 
was  duly  paid  on  certain  articles, 
bearing  date  on  &c.,  and  made  be- 
tween &c ,  and  that  the  articles 
were  executed  on  the  day  of  the 
date  by  all  the  parties,  and  were 
duly  enrolled  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  or  Common  PletUf  on  the 

—  day  of f  as  appears  by  the 

certificate  of  the  proper  officer  there- 
of, and  that  the  deponent  was  ad- 
mitted an  attorney  of  his  Majesty's 
Court  of  [Xin^f  Bench  or  Common 

Pleas]  at  WeitmintieTf  on  the 

day  of  ,  and  has  ever  since 

continued,  and  now  is,  on  the  rolls 
of  the  said  Court.  The  Jiat  and  affi- 
davit must  be  left  at  the  Eitchequer 
office,  the  evening  before  the  attor- 
ney is  sworn,  and  on  the  following 
morning,  at  the  sitting  of  the  Court, 
the  attorney  must  attend  to  be  sworn, 
and,  having  been  sworn,  must  sign 
the  roll. 

By  the  same  stat.  s.  17,  "  All  at- 
tomies  and  solicitors  now  actually 


admitted  and  practising  in  any  of 
the  said  Courts  of  Sessions  or  Great 
Sessions,  may  be  admitted  as  attor- 
nies  of  the  said  Courts  at  West" 
minster,  in  like  manner  as  is  now, 
or  may  be  hereafter  prescribed  for 
the  admission  of  other  persons  as 
attomies  therein,  upon  payment  of 
such  sum  for  duty,  in  addition  to 
the  sum  already  paid  by  them  in 
that  behalf,  as  shall,  together  with 
such  latter  sum,  amount  to  the  fiill 
duty  required  upon  admission  of 
attomies  in  the  said  Courts  at  West* 
minster;  and  that  all  persons  hav« 
ing  served,  or  now  actually  serving, 
under  articles  as  clerks  to  such  at- 
tomies or  solicitors  of  any  of  the 
said  Courts  of  Sessions  or  Great 
Sessions,  may,  at  the  expiration  of 
their  respective  times  of  service,  be 
admitted  as  attomies  of  the  said 
Courts  at  Westminster,  in  like  man- 
ner, and  upon  payment  of  the  like 
duty,  as  if  they  had  served  under 
articles  as  clerks  to  attomies  of  the 
last-mentioned  Courts." 

And  by  the  same  stat  s.  1 6, "  All 
persons,  who,  on  or  before  the  pass- 
ing of  this  act,  shall  have  been  ad- 
mitted as  attomies,  and  shall  then 
be  practising  in  any  of  the  Courts 
of  Sessions  or  Great  Sessions  in  the 
county  palatine  of  Chester,  or  in 
Wales,  respectively,  shall  be  enti- 
tled«  upon  the  payment  of  one  shil* 
ling,  to  have  their  names  entered 
upon  a  roll  to  be  kept  for  that  pur- 
pose in  each  of  the  superior  Courts' 
of  Westminster,  and  thereupon  be 
allowed  to  practise  in  such  Courts 
in  all  actions  and  suits  against  per- 
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or  ride  clerk  previously  employed  by  him,  his  costs  incur- 
red in  such  action,  to  be  taxed,  if  required,  by  the  master, 
and  that  service  of  such  order  on  the  opposite  party  or  par- 
ties, or  his  or  her  attorney,  shall  be  sufficient  notice  to  him 
or  them  of  such  appointment* 


PRACTICE. 

Of  the  praeipe  It  IS  ORDERED — That  beuceforth  the  name  and  address 
of  the  attorney's  of  the  attomcy  issuing  any  writ  (a)  shall  be  indorsed  or  writ- 
name  on  wriu.    i^jj  thereon ;  and  also  that  the  day,  month,  and  year,  in  which 

the  same  shall  be  issued,  shall  be  indorsed  or  written  on  all 
writs  hereafter  to  be  issued  in  the  office  of  pleas  of  this 
Court;  and  if  the  same  be  mesne  process,  other  than  a 
writ  of  subpoena  ad  respondendum^  a  praecipe  or  particular 
of  such  writ,  containing  the  county  into  which  the  same 
shall  issue,  the  names  of  every  party,  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant therein,  the  time  of  the  return  thereof,  the  name  and 
address  of  the  attorney  issuing  the  same,  and  the  day  of 
the  date  on  which  the  same  shall  be  so  issued,  shall  be  de- 
livered to  the  clerk,  or  deputy  clerk  of  the  pleas,  on  his 
being  required  to  sign  such  writ,  which  prtecipe  shall  be 
duly  filed  on  files,  to  be  provided  by  the  said  clerk  of  the 
pleas,  or  his  deputy,  for  each  Term  and  vacation,  accord- 
ing to  the  county  into  which  the  same  shall  be  issued;  and 


sons  residing,  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  within  the  county  of 
Chester  or  principality  of  Wala; 
and  that  all  persons  having  served, 
or  now  actually  serving,  as  clerks  to 
such  attomies  under  articles,  and 
who  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to 
be  admitted  as  attomies  of  the  said 
Courts  of  Great  Sessions,  may,  on 
or  before  the  expiration  of  six 
months  after  the  passing  of  this  act, 
'  be  admitted  as  attomies  of  the  said 
Courts  at  TFesimtnsler,  for  the  pur- 


pose of  practising  tliere  in  the  like 
matters  only,  without  payment  of 
any  greater  duty  than  would  be 
now  payable  by  law  upon  their  ad* 
mission  as  attomies  of  such  Cooils 
of  Great  Sessions  respectively." 

(a)  For  an  account  of  the  various 
writs  now  used  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  see  1  Manning's  Prac- 
tice, 7  et  ieq,y  Burton's  Practice, 
Dax*8  Practice  of  tiie  Exchequer^ 
and  Carrington*8  Rules  and  Orders, 
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if  such  process  be  subp(Bna  ad  respondendum^  and  process  1830. 
of  contempt  thereon,  and  writ  of  supersedeas  thereon,  a 
praeipe  shall  in  like  manner  be  left  widi  the  sworn  or  side 
derks»  or  their  deputies^  in  the  office  of  pleas,  containing 
ibe  names  of  erery  party,  plaintiff  and  defendant,  therein, 
the  time  of  the  return  thereof,  the  name  and  address  of 
the  attorney  issuing  the  same,  and  the  day  of  the  date  on 
which  the  same  shall  be  issued,  which  shall  be  kept  on  a 
similar  file  by  the  sworn  and  side  clerks,  to  which  precipes 
any  attorney  of  this  Court,  or  his  clerk,  shall  have  access, 
on  payment  of  the  fee  payable  in  respect  thereof. 

That  a  copy  of  all  process  of  subpcBna  ad  respondendum  service  of  tub- 
hereafter  to  be  issued  out  of  this  Court,  and  of  any  in*  ^^'''^' 
dorsement  thereon,  shall  be  served ;  and  no  service  thereof 
shall  be  effected,  as  heretofore,  by  service  of  any  label  or 
other  minute  thereof  (a). 

That  where  there  are  more  than  four  defendants  in  a  Joinder  of  se- 

•    ..,..,  .  .      -v«     g^        ,  -J.        •     *i_      Teral  defendants 

jomt  action  to  be  commenced  m  this  Court,  residmg  m  the  -,»  one  writ,  and 
same  county,  the  whole  number  of  such  defendants  shall  *pp«""*~- 
be  named  in  one  writ:  and  if  the  whole  number  of  defend- 
ants shall  appear  by  the  same  attorney,  and  at  the  same 
time,  the  names  of  all  the  defendants  shall  be  inserted  in 
one  appeariince. 

That  all  recognisances  of  bail  in  actions  in  the  said  Recognizance 
office  of  pleas,  when  taken  or  allowed  by  a  Baron,  shall  be  bail 
left  by  the  attorney  for  the  defendant  or  defendants,  with 
the  sworn  or  side  clerks,  or  their  deputy,  in  the  office  of 
pleas,  until  duly  allowed,  who  shall  enter  the  same  ih  a 
book  to  be  kept  by  them  for  that  purpose,  having  an  al- 
phabetical index  of  reference;  which  book  shall  be  open 


(a)  The  iuhpana  ad  rapondendwn  {HUary  Term,  1 9  Jac,  Michaelmas 

must  fonnerly  have  been  signed  by  Term,  36  Car.  2),  are  obsolete,  and 

the  chief  secondary,  or  a  sworn  diat  this  process  may  now  be  issued 

derk  in  the  office  of  the  King's  Re-  out  of  the  office  of  pleas.  Taylor  v. 

membranoer,  but  it  has  been  de-  BUeyf  9  Price,  389. 
cided  that  the  rules  in  this  respect 


276 


CASES  IK  THB  BXCUSQUER, 


t8;«. 


Appearancef. 


to  the  inspection  of  the  attornies  so  admitted  as  aforesaid, 
or  their  clerks;  and  notice  of  such  bail  being  allowed  and 
left  and  filed  in  the  said  office  of  pleas,  with  the  names, 
descriptions,  and  address  of  the  bail,  shall  be  given  by  the 
attorney  for  the  defendant  or  defendants,  to  the  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  within  the  times  prescribed 
for  giving  aotice  of  bail  by  the  former  rules  of  this  Court  (a); 
and  proceedings  may  be  thereupon  had  for  excepting  to 
and  perfecting  such  bail,  within  the  times  and  in  like  man- 
Qer  as  is  and  are  prescribed  by  the  existing  rules  and 
practice  of  this  Court,  except  so  far  as  the  same  may  be 
altered  by  the  present  (a),  or  any  subsequent  rule  of  this 
Court 

That  on  every  appearance  to  be  entered  by  the  sworn 
or  side  clerks,  as  officers  of  the  said  office  of  pleas,  they 


(a)  By  a  general  rule  of  Triniiy 
Term,  26  &  27  Geo.  2,  it  is  or- 
dered, *'  That,  from  and  after  the 
fi  rst  day  of  Michaelmat  Term ,  1 753, 
in  every  action  in  this  Court,  where 
special  bail  is  put  in  before  the  Ba- 
rons of  this  Court,  the  plaintiff  may 
except  thereto  within  twenty  days 
next  after  the  putting  in  of  such 
bail,  and  notice  thereof  given  in 
writing  to  the  plaintiff,  his  attor- 
ney, or  clerk  in  court;  or  where 
special'  bail  is  put  in  before  any 
commissioner,  the  plaintiff  may  ex* 
cept  thereto  within  twenty  days 
next  aAer  the  said  bail  is  transmit- 
ted to  and  allowed  by  one  of  the 
Barons  of  this  Court,  and  notice ' 
thereof  given  in  writing,  as  afore- 
said. But  no  exception  to  bail 
shall  be  admitted  after  the  time 
hereinbefore  limited;  and  in  case 
exception  shall  be  taken  to  the  said 
bail  within  the  time  aforesaid,  and 
notice  of  such  exception  shall  be 


given  in  writing  to  the  defendant's 
attorney,  or  clerk  in  court,  the  de- 
fendant shall  perfect  his  bail,  and 
justify  the  same,  if  the  notice  be 
^ven,  in  term  time,  within  four 
days  after  such  notice;  [but  if  ex- 
ception be  taken  in  vacation  time, 
and  notice  thereof  given  in  like 
manner,  the  said  defendant  shall 
perfect  his  bail  and  justify  the  same 
upon  the  first  day  of  the  subsequent 
term,  unless  the  plaintiff,  his  attor- 
ney, or  clerk  in  court,  shall  consent 
to  a  justification  before  one  of  the 
Barons  of  this  Court;  in  which  case 
the  said  bail  shall  justify  themselves 
before  one  of  the  Barons,  within 
four  days  after  notice  of  such  ex- 
ception in  writing  given  to  the  de- 
fendant, his  attorney,  or  clerk  in 
court] ;  and  in  defeult  of  the  de- 
fendant's justifying  his  bail  [in  ei- 
ther of  the  said  cases],  the  plaintiff 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  on  the 
bail  bond.'' 
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shall  cause  to  be  put  the  name  and  address  of  the  attorney         ISdO: 
at  whose  instance,  and  the  day  on  which  the  same  shall  be  "" 

entered;  and  such  appearance  shall  be  entered  by  the  de- 
fendant's name,  by  the  said  sworn  clerks,  in  proper  books, 
having  an  alphabetical  index  book  of  reference,  entered  by 
the  plaintifTs  name,  to  be  provided  by  the  clerk  of  the 
pleas  for  each  term ;  which  books  shall  be  open  to  the  in- 
spection of  the  said  attornies,  so  admitted  as  aforesaid,  and 
their  clerks,  without  fee  or  reward  (a). 

That  all  declarations  de  bene  esse  shall  be  filed  with  the  Dedantiont  tu 
sworn  and  side  clerks,  or  their  deputy,  and  shall  be  entered  J^i^  """ 
in  alphabetical  order  in  proper  books  for  each  term,  to  be 
kept  by  them  for  that  purpose;  which  books  shall,  at  all 
times  within  office  hours,  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  the 
persons  admitted  to  practise  as  attornies  of  this  Court, 
and  their  clerks,  without  fee  or  reward;  and  the  declara- 
tion so  filed  shall  and  may  be  taken  out  of  the  office  by 
the  defendant,  or  his  attorney,  upon  payment  of  the  fees 
payable  in  respect  thereof  (6). 

That  service  of  all  pleadings,  summonses,  orders,  rules,  service  of  piead- 
notices,  and  other  proceedings,  heretofore  served  on  the  *°^'*^' 
sworn  or  side  clerks,  at  their  seats  in  the  said  office  of 
pleas^  shall  hereafter  be  served  upon  the  attorney  or  at- 
tornies of  the  adverse  party  or  parties,  by  delivering  the 
same  to,  or  leaving  the  same  for  him,  in  the  manner  here- 
inafter mentioned;  and  that  henceforth  no  entry  of  any  no- 
tice shall  be  required  to  be  made  in  any  book  to  be  kept 
in  the  said  office  of  pleas  as  heretofore. 

That  the  clerk  of  the  pleas,  or  his  deputy,  shall  forth-  Attomiet  to  en- 
with  cause  to  be  prepared,  a  proper  alphabetical  book  for  p*i(!J*^\|l^e 
the  purposes  after-mentioned ;  and  that  the  same  shall  be  ^^  ^^^' 
publicly  kept  at  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  pleas,  to  be 
there  inspected  by  any  such  attorney  as  aforesaid,  or  his 

(a)  As  to  the  time  within  which      Man  Pract.  41, 46, 47, 57, 96,  and 
appeuaooes  must  be  entered,  see      Car.  R.  &  O.  29. 
Dax's  Practice  of  the  Exchequer,  1  (6)  See  pat,  p.  279. 
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^  ^^'  ^  clerky  without  fee  or  reward;  and  that  every  attorney  ad- 
mitted in  this  Court,  and  residing  in  London,  or  within  ten 
miles  of  the  same,  shall  forthwith  enter  in  such  book,  in 
alphabetical  order,  his  name  and  place  of  abode,  or  some 
other -proper  place  in  London,  Westminster,  or  the  Bo- 
rough of  Southwark,  or  within  one  mile  of  the  said  office, 
where  he  may  be  served  with  notices,  summonses,  orders, 
and  rules  in  causes  depending  in  this  Court;  and  every  at- 
torney hereafter  to  be  admitted,  and  practising  and  resid- 
ing as  aforesaid,  shall,  upon  his  admission,  make  the  like 
entry;  and  as  often  as  any  such  attorney  shall  change  his 
place  of  abode,  or  the  place  where  he  may  be  served  with 
notices,  summonses,  orders,  and  rules,  he  shall  make  the 
Sendee  of  rules,  like  entry  thereof  in  the  said  book:  And  that  all  notices, 

&c.  not  reqair-  .  ,,  i»<ib 

ing  personal  ler-  summouscs.  Orders,  and  rules,  which  do  not  require  per- 
^^*  sonal  service,  shaR  be  deemed  sufficiently  served  on  such 

attorney,  if  a  copy  thereof  be  left  at  the  place  lastly  enter- 
ed in  such  book,  with  any  person  resident  at  or  belonging 
to  such  place;  and  if  any  such  attorney  shall  neglect  to 
make  such  entry,  then  the  fixing  up  of  any  notice,  or  the 
copy  of  any  summons,  order,  or  rule  for  such  attorney,  in 
the  said  office  of  pleas,  shall  be  deemed  as  effectual  and  suf- 
ficient, as  if  the  same  had  been  served  at  such  place  of  re- 
sidence as  aforesaid. 
Service  of  noti-        That  in  all  cases  where  a  defendant  shall  have  appeared 
fcndant  has  ap-  ^^  ^^Y  action  in  the  said  office  of  pleas,  and  in  cases 
dffhM*  entered"  ^^®'®  ^^^  plaintiff  has  entered  appearance  therein  accord- 
an  appearance,    ing  to  the  Statute,  and  the  defendant  shall  by  an  attorney 

of  this  Court  have  given  notice  in  writing  to  the  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  of  his  being  authorized  to 
act  as  attorney  for  such  defendant,  all  proceedings,  notices, 
and  summonses,  rules,  and  orders,  which,  according  to  the 
practice  of  this  Court,  were  heretofore  delivered  by  the 
sworn  or  side  clerks  of  the  other  party»  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant, be  delivered  to,  or  served  upon,  the  attorney  or  atu»- 
Tinae  of  service,  nies  of  the  Other  party,  plaintiff  or  defendant;  and  that 
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all  notices,  &c,  shall  be  so  served  or  delivered  before  nine  ,      1830. 
o'clock  in  the  evening. 

That  one  day's  previous  notice  of  the  time  of  taxing  costs,  proceedings  be- 
upon  rules,  orders,  town  posieas  and  inquisitions,  and  a  fo«i««nsc«»i«* 
copy  of  the  bill  of  costs  and  affidavit  to  increase,  (if  any), 
shall  be  given  and  delivered  by  the  attorney  or  attomies 
of  the  party  or  parties  whose  costs  are  to  be  taxed,  to  the 
attorney  of  the  other  party  or  parties  in  the  same  action,  at 
the  time  of  service  of  such  notice;  and  that,  in  the  cases  of 
patteas  and  inquisitions  in  country  causes,  the  notice  shall 
be  given  two  days,  and  a  copy  and  affidavit  delivered  two 
days  before  such  taxation. 

That,  upon  process  of  quo  minus  and  venire  facias  per*  Declaring  de 
sonally  served  on  a  defendant,  and  upon  all  writs  of  dis-       ^^*^' 
iringas,  whereupon  notice,  pursuant  to  the  statute  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  71,  shall  be  given,  returnable  on  any  day  of  the 
Term,  the  plaintiff  (a)  shall  be  at  liberty  to  declare  de  bene 
esse  within  eight  days  after  the  return  thereof,  or  on  ap* 
pearance  in  chief;  and  if  plaintiff  declare,  either  condition* 
ally  or  in  chief,  in  London  or  Middlesex^  and  the  defendant 
live  within  twenty  miles  of  Zondon,  the  defendant  shall  Timeofpiead- 
plead  within  four  days  after  such  declaration  shall  be  filed   '"^* 
or  delivered,  with  notice  to  plead  accordingly,  without  any 
imparlance;  and  in  case  the  plaintiff  declare  in  any  other 
county,  or  the  defendant  live  above  twenty  miles  from  Lon- 
don, the  defendant  shall  plead  within  eight  days  after  such 
declaration  shall  be  filed  or  delivered,  with  notice  to  plead 
accordingly,  without  any  imparlance,  provided  such  decla- 
ration be  filed  or  delivered  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  the 
Term  in  which  such  process  shall  be  returnable,  and  a  rule 
to  plead  be  duly  entered. 

That,  on  application  by  a  defendant  or  his  bail,  or  either  Mode  of  pro- 
of them,  for  an  order  of  one  of  the  Barons  of  this  Court,  to  TerfwherVde- 
render  a  defendant  to  a  county  gaol,  it  shall  be  specified  fcndant  at  large. 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  277. 
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1^30. 


Wbere  defen- 
dant in  custody. 


on  whose  belialf  such  application  shall  be  made^  the  state 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  cause«  for  what  amount  the  de- 
fendant was  held  to  bail,  and  by  the  Sheriff  of  what  county 
he  was  arrested,  which  facts  shall  be  stated  in  the  order; 
and  that  on  such  order  being  lodged  with  the  gaoler  of 
the  county  gaol  in  which  such  defendant  was  so  arrested, 
the  defendant  may  be  rendered  to  his  custody  in  discharge 
of  the  bail ;  and  that  on  such  lodgment  and  render,  a  notice 
thereof,  and  of  the  defendant's  being  actually  in  custody 
thereon,  in  writing,  signed  by  the  defendant  or  his  bail,  or 
either  of  them,  or  the  attorney  or  agent  of  any  or  either 
of  them,  shall  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  or 
agent,  and  thereupon  the  bail  for  the  said  defendant  shall 
be  wholly  exonerated,  without  entering  any  €xoneretur{a). 
And  that  if  a  defendant  shall  beincustody  of  the  gaoler 
of  the  county  gaol  of  any  county  in  England  or  Waks^  by 
virtue  of  any  process  issued  out  of  any  of  his  Majesty's 
superior  Courts  of  record,  he  may  be  rendered  in  dis- 
charge of  his  bail  in  any  action  depending  in  this  Court,  in 
like  manner  as  is  hereinbefore  provided  for  a  render  in 


(o)  By  Stat.  1  Wm.  4,  c  70,  s. 
31,  it  is  enacted,  "  That  a  defend- 
ant, who  shall  have  been  held  to 
bail  upon  any  mesne  process  issued 
out  of  any  of  his  Majesty's  superior 
Courts  of  record,  may  be  rendered 
in  discharge  of  his  bail,  either  to 
the  prison  of  the  Court  out  of  which 
such  process  issued,  according  to 
the  practice  of  such  Court,  or  to  the 
common  gaol  of  the  county  in  which 
he  was  so  arrested,  and  the  render 
to  the  county  gaol  shall  be  effected 
in  the  manner  following :  that  is  to 
say,  the  defendant,  or  his  bail,  or 
one  of  them,  shall^  for  the  purpose 
of  such  render,  obtain  an  order  of  a 
Judge  of  one  of  his  Majesty's  su- 
perior Courts  of  Westminiter,  and 


shall  lodge  such  order  with  the 
gaoler  of  such  county  gaol,  and  a 
notice  in  writing  of  the  lodgment  of 
such  order,  and  of  the  defendant's 
being  actually  in  custody  of  sudi 
gaoler  by  virtue  of  such  order, 
signed  by  the  defendant,  or  the  bail, 
or  either  of  them,  or  by  the  attor- 
ney or  agent  of  any  or  either  of 
them,  shall  be  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  or  agent;  and 
the  sheriff  or  other  person  responsi- 
ble for  the  custody  of  debtors  in 
such  county  gaol,  shall,  on  snch 
render  so  perfected,  be  duly  chaig- 
ed  with  the  custody  of  such  defend* 
ant,  and  the  said  bail  shall  be 
thereupon  vdiolly  exonerated  fiora 
liability  as  such/' 
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discharge  of  bail,  and  thereupon  the  bail  shall  be  wholly         1830. 
exonerated  from  liability  as  such  bail  (a).  — v— — ' 

That,  hereafter,  there  shall  be  two  days  appointed  for  sitUngt. 
the  trials  of  causes  at  Nisi  Prius  in  Term  in  London^  and 
the  like  in  Middlesex^  to  be  named  by  the  Lord  Chief  Ba* 
ron  of  this  Court,  previous  to  the  commencement  of  each 
Term;  and  that,  on  such  nomination,  the  said  Lord  Chief 
Baron  shall  also  appoint  the  hour  at  which  the  Court  will 
sit  on  each  of  those  days  (6). 

That  whenever  a  plaintiff  shall  rule  the  Sheriff  on  a  re-  jusrificationof 
turn  of  eepi  carpus  to  bring  in  the  body,  the  defendant  J^l**^'  *^^ 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  put  in  and  perfect  bail  at  any  time 
before  the  expiration  of  such  rule;  and  that  a  plain- 
tifi;  having  so  ruled  the  Sheriff,  shall  not  proceed  on  any 
assignment  of  the  bail  bond,  until  the  time  has  expired  to 
bring  in  the  body  as  aferesaid*. 

That  hereafter  all  special  bail  shall  be  justified  within  Bail,  when  and 

where  JostlAed. 
(a)  By  Stat.  1  Wm.  4,  c.  70^  s.  responsible  for  the  custody  of  debt- 
22,  it  is  enacted,  **  That  a  defend-  ors  as  aforesaid,  shall,  on  such  ren* 
ant,  who  shall  hereafter  be  in  cus-  der,  be  duly  charged  with  the  cus- 
tody of  the  gaoler  of  the  county  tody  of  such  defendant,  and  the 
gaol  of  any  county  in  England  said  bail  shall  be  thereupon  wholly 
or  in  the  principality*  of  Walu^  by  exonerated  from  liability  as  such.'' 
Yirtue  of  any  proceeding  out  of  {h)  The  dsys  appointed  for  sit- 
any  of  his  Majes^s  superior  Courts  tings  are : — in  London^  the  sixth  day 
of  record,  may  be  rendered  in  dis-  of  the  Term,  the  last  day  but  two  of 
charge  of  his  bail  in  any  other  ac-  the  Term,  and  the  day  after  the 
tion  depending  in  any  of  the  said  Term;  in  Middluexj  the  seventh 
Courts,  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  day  of  the  Term,  the  last  day  but 
provided  lor  a  render  in  discharge  one  of  the  Term,  and  the  seventh 
of  bail;  and  the  keeper  of  such  day  after  the  Term, 
gaol,  or  such  sheriff  or  other  person 


*  Ladd  v.  Aknaboldi  and  Others. 
CHILTON  moved  in  this  case  to  stay  proceedings  on  the  bail  bond  upon 
payment  of  costs.    The  Court  granted  the  application. 

Vaughav,  B^ — Upon  the  former  discussion  of  this  rule,  I  fSelt  myself 
bound  to  decide,  that  tlie  proceedings  upon  the  bail  bond  were  regular, 

you  I.  u 
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four  days  after  exception  before  a  Baron  at  chambers,  as 
well  in  Term  as  in  Vacation  (a). 


REMOVAL  OP  CAUSES. 

Removal  of  Whbreas,  by  an  Act  made  and  passed  in  the  first  year 

Wain,  ^T.        ^f  ^^®  reign  of  his  present  Majesty,  intituled  '*  An  Act  for 

the  more  effisctual  administration  of  justice  in  England 
and  Wales  (b)  ^ — ^it  is  amongst  other  things  enacted.  That 
all  the  power,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of  his  Majesty's 
Court  of  Session  of  the  said  county  palatine  of  Ckesler,  and 
of  the  Judges  thereof,  and  of  his  Court  o£  Exchequer  of  the 
said  county  palatine,  and  of  the  Chamberlain  and  Vice- 
Chainberlain  thereof,  and  also  of  his  Judges  and  Courts  of 
Great  Sessions  in  the  prinoipdity  of  Wales,  shall  cease 
and  determine  at  the  commencement  of  the  said  act;  and 
that  all  suits  at  law  (e)  then  depending  in  any  of  the  said 
Courts,  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 

(a)  This  rule  abrogates  that  part  Price,  35;    Hihry  Term,  1  &  2 

of  the  raleof  TViiuVy  Term,  26  &  27  Geo.  4,  9  Price,  57 ;  and  alao  the 

Geo.  2,  within  brackets,  ante^  p«  Memorandum,  4  Price,  155. 

276;  and  also  the  following  rules :  (k)  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  a.  14. 

Eoiter  Term,  56  Greo.  3,  2  Price,  (c)  This  act  b  amended  bgr  a 

327;  Trinity  Tenuj  56  Geo.  3,  3  subsequent    statute,   whidi   tratt»> 


according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  *.  I  then  regretted  Aat  a  difference 
should  exist  upon  this  subject  in  the  practice  of  the  respective  Courts* 
and  think,  that,  for  the  future,  the  practice  should  be  assimilated. 

Batley,  B. — ^For  the  future,  the  rule  should  in  this  respect  be  the  same 
in  all  the  Courts.  When  the  plaintiff  rules  the  Sheriff  to  bring  in  the  bo- 
dy, he  is  to  be  considered  as  extending  the  period  for  the  justification  o 
the  bail,  until  the  expiration  of  the  rule  to  bring  in  the  body;  because  die 
bail  to  the  Sheriff  are  identified  with  the  Sheriff,  and  are  securities  to  him. 
The  plaintiff  may  have  the  bail  bond  assigned  to  him;  but  if,  in  the  inter- 
mediate time,  he  rules  the  Sheriff  to  bring  in  the  body,  upon  wfaidi  dw 
Sheriff  would  naturally  give  notice  to  the  bail  to  perfect  bail,  it  is  not  oa- 
reasonable  that  the  ball  should  have  the  same  time  for  perfecting  bail 
that  is  allowed  to  the  Sheriff  to  bring  in  the  body. 

•  jfntt,  p.  97. 
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there  to  be  dealt  with  and  decided  according  to  the  prac-  ^3^- 
tice  of  the  said  Court  of  Exchequer,  or  of  the  Court  from 
whence  the  fiame  shall  be  transferred  according  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Court  to  which  the  same  shall  be  transfer* 
red;  which  Court  shall^  for  the  purpose  of  such  suits,  only 
be  deemed  and  taken  to  have  all  the  power  and  jurisdic- 
tion to  all  intents  and  purposes  possessed  before  the  pass- 
ing of  this  act  by  the  Court  from  whence  such  suit  shall 
be  removed. 

This  Court  doth  therefore  order^  that,  as  to  all  suits  at  pnctice  to  be 
kw  dei>ending  in  any  of  the  said  Courts  on  the  18th  day  ^'^''^^'^ 
of  October  last  past,  the  same  shall  be  dealt  with  and  de- 
cided according  to  the  practice  of  this  Court,  unless  this 
Court  J  or  a  Baron  thereof  at  chambers,  shall,  upon  special 
application  upon  notice  to  an  adverse  party,  otherwise 
direct. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  where  process  shall  have  Mode  of  pro- 
been  served,  and  the  plaintiff  shall  not  have  declared,  that  ^nfrretunTabie 
the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to  declare  on  all  process  »?^f  *^*,J""*" 

*  -^     •  .  *  diction  of  Courtf 

returnable  before  or  in  the  present  Term,  or  before  or  in  in  Wales,  &&, 
next  Hilary  Term,  or  the  vacation  following  the  same,  as 
if  the  same,  as  to  all  process  returnable  before  the  end  of 
this  present  Term,  bad  been  made  returnable  in  the  present 
Term;  and  as  to  all  process  returnable  between  the  end  of 
the  present  Term  and  the  vacation  next  following  next 
Hilary  Term,  as  if  the  same  bad  been  returnable  of  next 
HilaryTerm ;  and  the  defendant  shall  appear  to  such  pro- 
cess, or  put  in  bail  thereto  within  eight  days  after  notice 
of  this  rule,  as  to  writs,  the  return  days  whereof  shall  then 
be  passed,  and  as  to  writs  returnable  after  the  end  of  the 
present  Term,  within  six  days  after  the.  same  shall  be  re- 
turnable; and  the  defendant  shall  be  at  hberty  to  give  a 
rule  to  declare,  and,  in  default  of  declaration,  to  sign  non- 
pros  accordingly. 

fers  all  criminal  proceedings  and      King'i  Benchj  and  writs  of  right  to 
quo  warrarUot   to    the   Court    of     the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
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tion filed. 


And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  in  all  cases  in  which  a 
declaration  hath  been  delivered  or  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Sessions,  a  certificate  thereof  shall  be  obtained  under  the 
hand  of  the  late  Prothonotary  or  late  Deputy  Prothonotary 
of  the  Court  in  which  the  same  shall  be  filed,  and  be  Term- 
ed by  affidavit,  to  be  intitled  in  this  Court;  and  such  cer^ 
tificate  and  affidavit  shall  be  filed  with  the  Deputy  Clerk 
of  the  Pleas  without  fee  or  reward;  and  the  plaintiff  shall 
thereupon  be  at  liberty  to  give  a  rule  to  plead,  and,  in  de- 
fault of  plea,  to  sign  judgment  in  like  manner  as  if  the  de- 
claration had  been  filed  in  this  Court,  an  appearance  hav- 
ing been  first  duly  entered  in  this  Court,  if  the  same  shall 
not  have  been  entered  in  the  said  Court  in  which  such  suit 
was  commenced ;  and  each  party  shall  be  at  liberty  to  plead, 
reply,  or  take  any  subsequent  proceeding,  and  to  rule  an 
adverse  party  to  proceed  in  such  action  as  if  the  same  ac- 
tion had  been  originally  commenced  in  this  Court;  but  that 
no  judgment  shall  be  signed  for  want  of  declaration,  plea, 
replication,  or  other  proceeding,  until  a  rule  to  declare,plead, 
reply,  rejoin,  &c.,  shall  have  been  first  given  in  the  office 
of  pleas  of  this  Court,  and  demand  of  declaration,  plea, 
replication,  or  other  proceeding,  in  writing,  served  on  the 
adverse  party  or  his  attorney,  according  to  the  practice  of 
this  Court,  so  many  days  before  such  judgment  shall  be 
signed  as  the  practice  of  this  Court  requires  upon  rules  to 
declare,  plead,  reply,  rejoin,  &c« 
And  it  is  further  ordered,  that,  incase  any  interlocutory 
simed.^"**^*"*  Or  final  judgment  shall  have  been  signed  in  any  of  the  said 

Courts  abolished  by  the  said  act,  the  plaintiff,  on  filing  a 
certificate  thereof  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  at  Uberty  to  pro- 
ceed thereon  in  like  manner  as  if  such  judgment  had  been 
signed  in  this  Court;  but,  that  incase  process  of  execution 
shall  issue  on  any  final  judgment  signed  in  any  Court  abo- 
lished by  the  said  act,  it  shall  be  stated  in  such  process,  in 
what  Court  final  judgment  was  so  signed  as  aforesaid. 
Suggestion  of  And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  any  proceeding  taken  in 

proceediogf  in     ^^^  Court  abolbhcd  by  the  said  act,  may  be  continued  by 


Where  interlo- 
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way  of  saggesdon  in  this  Court;  such  suggestion  being  ,  ^^^*  ^ 
suhject  to  correction^  upon  a  summons  for  the  purpose  by  courts  aboUsh* 
any  of  the  Barons  of  this  Court.  ^ 

That,  in  case  any  process  shall  have  issued  out  of  any.  Rules  on  sheriff 
of  the  Courts  abolished  by  the  said  act,  the  Sheriff  to  process  issued 
whom  the  same  may  have  been  issued,  may  be  ruled  to  re-  JJ^i?  h^'** 
turn  such  process  into  this  Court,  in  like  manner  as  if  the 
said  process  had  been  returnable  in  this  Court;  and  if  such 
Sheriff  shall  have  made  a  return  to  the  said  Court  so  abo* 
lished  as  aforesaid,  or  shall  make  a  return  to  this  Court  of 
cfpi  corpus,  he  may  be  ruled  in  like  manner  to  bring  in 
the  body;  and  process  so  issued  as  last  aforesaid  may  be 
returned  to  this  Court  by  the  Sheriffs  of  the  county  of 
Chester,  county  of  the  city  of  Chester,  and  prmcipality  of. 
Wales,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  same  had  been  returnable 
in  this  Court. 


MEMORANDA. 

In  the  early  part  of  tfai»-Term,  the  Right  Honourable 
John  Singleton,  Lord  Lyndhurst,  resigned  the  Great  SeaU 
which  bis  Majesty,  on  the  ftZnd  November,  1830,  was  gra- 
ciously pleased  to  deliver  to  Henry  Brougham,  of  Z#tfi- 
ccbis  Inn,  Esq.,  King's  Counsel,  who  was  raised  to  the 
Peerage  by  the  title  of  Baron  Brougham  and  Vaux,  of 
Brougham,  in  the  county  of  fFestmoreland. 

On  the  sixth  day  of  this  Term,  the  Honourable  Sir  John 
Bayley,  Knt.,  was  appointed  one  of  the  Barons  of  this 
Court,  and  took  his  seat  as  senior  Puisne  Baron. 

On  the  same  day  William  EUas  Taunton,  of  Lincoln's 
Inn,  lStSf\.,¥Sm^zcovaxwA,  Edward  HaUAlderson'Ot  i\\e 
Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  and  John  Paiteson  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  Esq.,  were  raised  to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  and 
gave  rings  with  the  motto — Nee  temerenec  timide.    They 
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PaUemm^  Esq.,  as  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Kimg'M  Betieh; 
and  Edward  Hatt  AldersoHf  Esq.,  as  Judge  of  the  Court 
of  Canman  PUom.  The  learned  Judges  were  afterwards 
knighted. 

During  this  Terra,  Sir  James  Searleitf  Knt.,  Kniffs 
Counsel,  resigned  die  oflBce  of  his  Marty's  Attomey-Ge^ 
ncral,  and  was  succeeded  by  Thomas  Detumm,  of  Lm» 
cobCs  Inm^  Esq.,  King's  Counsel  and  Common  Serjeant, 
who  was  knighted.  Sir  Edward  Burtenshaw  Sugden^  Knt, 
King's  Counsel,  resigned  the  office  of  His  Majesty's  So- 
licitor-General, and  was  succeeded  by  WUBam  Home, 
o{  lAneoWs  Inn,  Esq.,  King's  Counsel,  and  Attomey-Gre- 
neral  to  her  Majesty,  who  was  knighted. 

John  WilUamSi  of  LimcqUs  /nn,  Esq.,  King's  Counsel, 
her  Majest/s  Solicitor-General,  was  appointed  her  Majes* 
ty*s  Attorney-General,  upon  the  promotion  of  Sir  WiUiam 
Horne^  and  C.  C  i^pys,  of  JJmcoUs  Inn,  Esq.,  King's 
Counsel,  was  appointed  her  Majesty's  Solicitor-General, 
upon  the  promotion  otJohn  IFiUiams,  Esq. 

In  this  Term,  George  Heath,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq., 
was  called  to  the  degree  of  Serjeant  at  Law»  and  gave 
rings  with  the  motto — Meiuii  qtd  ^erai* 

In  ibt  vacation  after  this  Term,  Robert  Spantie^  £eq«t 
Serjeant  at  Law,  received  a  Patent  of  Precedence,  to 
rank  after  Frederick  Pottock,  Esq.,  King's  Coiuuel,  and 
D.  F.  Jones,  Esq.,  Serjeant  at  Law,  also  received  a  patent 
of  Precedence,  to  rank  after  the  Honourable  C.  E.  Lam, 
King's  Counsel. 

In  the  racation  after  this  Tenn>  Thomios  Coltman,  Esq., 
was  appointed  one  of  his  Majesty's  Couasd  learned  hi  the 
kw,  and  the  Honourable  CL  E,  Law,  King's  Counsel,  was 
elected  Common  Serjeant  of  London,  vacant  by  the  ap- 
pointment of  Sir  T%omas  Denmam. 
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£xeA.  of  Pleat, 

Bower  r.  Kemp.  ^^J1831. 

TlIE  declaration  in  this  case  was  delivered  on  the  S3nd  An  affidavit  to- 

Nanember,  and,  on  the  25th,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  J^b'Jte* 'nt!" '° 

abatement,  that  the  said  promises  in  the  said  declaration  ^^i^^  refen  to 

mentioned  were  entered  into  by  him  and  others.     The  must  be  sworn ' 

affidavit  of  verification  was  sworn  at  Huddersfield^  on  the  ation^^^dtiWcr- 

13th  November,  before  the  declaration  was  delivered.   The  *^'  '"f  If  *'  *»« 

sworn  before 

plaintiflF  signed  judgment  on  the  l^i  December^  treating  the  declaration 

^,.       ,  ||.._  is  delivered,  the 

this  plea  as  a  nuluty.  plaintiff  may 

treat  the  plea  as 
a  nullity,  and 

Alexander  now  moved  to  set  aside  this  judgment  for  irre-  "^s"  Judgment 
gulari^,  and  also,  upon  an  affidavit  of  merits^^  to  set  aside  judgment  upon 
the  judgment  upon  payment  of  costs.    He  admitted  that  ^su^  Ac^iffi- 
there  was  no  case  precisely  in  point;  but  contended,  that  da^>^ ma«t state 

^,  ^       ,       /x.i.i  ^,.  that  the  defend- 

the  case  of  Lang  v.  Comber  (a),  in  which  an  affidavit  of  ant  has  a  good 

defence  i^poii 
the  meritt;  that 
he  has  a  good  and  meritorious  defence  is  not  sufficient 

(o)  4  East,  34B. 
VOL.  I.  X 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  verificatioiii  swom  at  Liverpool  on  the  same  day  on  which 

v...-.^^J[^/     the  declaration  was  filed  in  Middlesexy  was  holden  suffi- 

Bower        cient,  established  that  the  Courts  would  not  look  with  great 

Kemp.        strictness  to  the  period  at  which  the  affidavit  was  sworn, 

more  particularly  as,  otherwise,  it  would  in  many  cases  be 

impossible  for  a  defendant,  living  at  a  distance  from  Lon^ 

rfo»,  to  avail  himself  of  a  plea  in  abatement. 

Bayley,  B. — It  is  utterly  impossible  to  say,  that  a  plea 
in  abatement,  referring  to  the  declaration,  can  be  support- 
ed by  an  affidavit  of  verification,  sworn  before  the  declar- 
ation is  delivered.  The  plea  refers  to  the  declaration, 
which,  when  the  affidavit  was  swom,  was  not  in  existence. 
The  affidavit  is  a  nullity,  and  therefore  the  judgment  is 
regular.  But,  upon  the  ground  of  merits,  you  may  take 
a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  judgment  upon  payment  of 

costs. 

Rule  nisi  accordingly  (a). 


On  a  subsequent  day,  Blackburn  shewed  cause  against 
this  rule,  and  objected  that  the  affidavit  upon  which  the 
rule  had  been  obtained  was  not  in  the  usual  form,  that  the 
defendant  had  a  good  defence  upon  the  merits,  but  that, 
he  had  a  good  and  meritorious  defence  to  the  action.  He 
cited  Grottick  v.  Bailey  (6),  and  contended  that  it  was 
dangerous  to  allow  an  innovation  in  the  practice  in  this 
respect. 

Bayley,  B. — The  party  applying  must  lay  a  founda- 
tion for  his  application  consistent  with  the  practice  of  the 
Court,  and  for  a  very  long  period  it  has  been  the  practice 
of  all  the  Courts  to  require  an  affidavit  that  he  has  a  good 
defence  upon  the  merits^    The  utmost  we  can  do  is  to  en- 

(a)  See  Fearce  v.  Ddvy,  1  Kenyon,  364;  Sayer,  293,  5.  C. 
{h)  5  B.  &  A.  703. 
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large  this  rule,  upon  payment  of  costs,  to  afford  the  de-  Exeh,  of  Pleas, 

fendant  an  opportunity  of  amending  his  affidavit.  ^  '  ^ 

-   Bower 

Rule  accordingly.  Kemp. 


The  Attorney-General  v.  Carpenter.  Revenue. 

±IIE  defendant,  having  been  served  with  a  subpcena.   The  appearance 
at  the  suit  of  the  Attorney-General,  issuing  out  of  this  ?^^gon"fn'" 
Court,  and  returnable  on  the  first  day  of  this  Term,  ap-  Court  to  a  ««&- 
plied  at  the  office  to  enter  an  appearance  thereto  in  per-  suit  of  the  At- 
son,  without  paying  the  fees  to  the  clerks  in  court.     The  ro^may  be  re- 
clerks  in  court  refused  to  enter  the  defendant's  appear-  "^^^Jt^x^bTxt 
ance,  unless  he  would  pay  the  sum  of  14*.  4c?.,  being  7*.  8d.  tervention  of  a 
for  entering  the  appearance,  and  6^.  8£{.  for  a  term  fee. 
The  defendant  paid  this  sum  under  ^  protest,  and  now 
moved  in  person  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  clerk  in  court 
to  refund  the  money,  upon  an  affidavit  stating  these  facts. 
It  was  stated  by  the  clerks  in  court,  that,  although  they 
protested  against  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  call  upon 
them  to  enter  an  appearance  in  the  office  without  pay- 
ment of  their  fees,  the  Court  might  order  the  appearance 
of  the  defendant  to  be  recorded  in  Courts  upon  his  appli- 
cation, without  the  intervention  of  a  clerk  in  court. 

Bayley,  B. — It  is  impossible  to  say  that  a  defendant  is 
to  be  compelled  to  employ  an  attorney,  which  the  payment 
of  a  term  fee  implies.  It  is  the  right  of  every  one  to 
appear  in  person,  and  the  process  requires  the  defendant 
to  appear  before  the  Barons  at  the  return.  Accordingly, 
I  find,  that,  formerly,  defendants  frequently  appeared  in 
person,  although,  for  the  most  part,  appearances  were 
made  by  attomies  (a).  Several  instances  of  appearances 
in  person  are  collected  by  Mr.  Price,  in  his  treatise  upon 

(a)  Price,  Ex.  Pract.  611. 
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1831. 


Att.  Gen. 

V. 

Cakpbnter. 


the  practice  of  the  Lord  Treasurer's  Remembrancer's  Of- 
fice (a).  I  therefore  think,  that  the  appearance  of  the  de- 
fendant in  person  should  be  recorded  in  Court ;  and  the 
sum  paid  by  the  defendant  under  protest  will,  of  course, 
be  refunded  by  the  clerks  in  court. 

Lid*  Reg. — "  WiUiam  Carpenter  appears  in  Court,  and 
prays  that  his  appearance  to  a  subpcena^  at  the  suit  of  his 
Majesty's  AUomey-Generdl^  returnable  &c.,  may  be  re- 
corded. 

Ordered." 


The  appearance  was  entered  in  the  Crown  Process 
Book,  thus: — 

*^  14th  January,  1831,  /Filliam  Carpenter  appeared 
in  person  in  Court,  and  prayed  that  his  appearance  might 
be  recorded,  whicli  was  ordered  (6)." 


(a)  Page  618,  621,  e^ie^. 

{h)  Where  a  defendant  appears 
to  an  indictment  or  information  in 
the  Court  of  Kin^s  BencA,  if  he 
appear  in  Court  in  person,  he  pays 
no  fees,  and  the  same  if  he  plead 
in  person  in  Court.  By  the  prac- 
tice of  this  Court,  the  clerk  in 
court  who  enters  the  defendant's 
plea  to  an  information  pays  a  fee 
to  the  King's  Remembrancer,  and 
it  has  been  asked,  who  is  to  pay 


the  fee  for  entering  the  plea  of  a 
defendant  who  conducts  his  defence 
in  person  ?  In  the  Kingt  Bench  also, 
a  fee  is  payable  to  the  Master  of 
the  Crown  Office  by  the  clerk  in 
court,  upon  entering  the  defend- 
ant's plea,  when  the  defence  is 
conducted  by  attorney;  but  whcie 
the  defendant  conducts  his  defence 
in  person,  and  pleads  in  Court,  do 
fee  is  paid  to  the  Master  of  the 
Crown  Office. 
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Ejseh,  of  PUoif 
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Lamb  v.  Burnett. 
jL  RESPASS  for  assaulting  and  beating  the  plaintiff  with  where  Cama- 

J,  ,      ,  -  J    •  •        •         L«  J         1.x*         "****'  ®"  board 

fistSy  and  with  a  rope,  and  impnsonmg  nim  and  putting  an  East  India- 
him  m  irons.  Pleas-^r*^  not  guilty ;  and  secondly,  that  |^J'|^''^r 
the  defendant^  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  &C.9  was  Canton,  within 

,-  ••.  I.  ^-^m ,         •      two  miles  of 

master  and  captain  of  a  certam  ship  trading  to  Chtna,  in  Macao,  and 
the  service  of  the  East  India  Company »  and  that  plaintiff  ]I^,JJ||i^er^ 
then  was  a  mariner  in  and  belon^ni;  to,  and  on  board  of  T*^!"*  I?*^"? 
the  said  ship  under  the  command  of  the  defendant,  to  wit,  disorderly  con- 
&c.,  and  the  defendant,  so  being  master  and  captain  of  the  gence  of  the  cap- 
said  ship,  and  in  the  actual  exercise  of  his  said  office,  and  ?"'  ^f*:  yP®" 

*'  *  the  captain  s  re- 

the  plaintiff,  so  being  a  mariner  in  and  on  board  of  the  said  turn  to  thes^ip 
ship,  and  under  the  command  of  the  defendant  as  afore-  wards,  ordered 
said,  a  little  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  conducted  and  u^p^n wWchz. 
behaved  himself  in  and  on  board  the  said  ship  in  a  riot-  f  <"«""«'  on 

board  the  same 

ous,  mutinous,  and  disorderly  manner,  and  then  and  there  ship,  resisted 
refused  to  obey,  and  to  permit  to  be  obeyed  by  divers  ihewpudnW- 
other  sailors  then  on  board  the  said  ship  under  the  com-  ^*!?*  '"^  7^ 

'^  guilty  of  notous 

mand  of  the  said  defendant,  the  lawful  and  necessary  com-  aodmuUnous 
mands  of  the  said  defendant,  and  then  and  there  resisted  which  by  com- 
the  said  defendant  in  the  performance  of  his  duty  as  such  ^tJJ^n  he*  was 
master  and  captain  as  aforesaid,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  logged:— a;p/j, 

,  ,  that  the  captain 

example  of  the  said  other  sailors  then  on  board  the  said  wasjustiSed  in 
ship,  whereupon  the  said  defendant,  so  being  master  and  thi^Ae  aiitiior- 
captain  of  the  said  ship  as  aforesaid,  for  the  preservation  »>  of  the  captain 
of  discipline  and  order  in  the  said  ship,  and  to  punish  the  flict  moderate 
said  plaintiff  for  his  said  riotous,  mutinous,  and  disorderly  not  confined"o 
conduct,  and  to  enforce  obedience  to  the  lawful  commands  J^  JJ^*"  '*** 
of  him  the  said  plaintiff,  as  such  master  and  captain  as  beyond  the 
aforesaid,  beat,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  with  fists,  and  with  a  ance;  and  that 
rope,  &c. ;  and  because  it  was  then  and  there  necessary  ment'^need  not 
and  proper  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  further  punished  ^  »j;fl»cted  im- 

•      *  *  *^  mediately  upon 

for  his  said  riotous,  mutinous,  and  disorderly  conduct,  the  act  being 
and  be  kept  separate  and  apart  from  the  said  other  sailors  the  punishment 

is  inflicted* 
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Ezch.  of  Pleas',  then  OH  board  of  the  said  ship,  and  be  imprisoned,  and 

because  the  said  plaintiff  could  not  be  safely  and  secure- 
ly kept  separate  and  apart  from  the  said  other  sailors, 
without  being  put  and  placed  into  irons,  the  defendant  did 
the  other  acts  complained  of,  so  justifying  the  imprison- 
ment of  the  plaintiff  and  putting  him  in  irons.  Replica- 
tion, de  injuria^  ^c. 

At  the  trial  before  Bayley,  B. ,  at  the  London  sittings  after 
Michaelmas  Term,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the  facts  of 
the  case.  The  defendant  was  the  captain  of  the  Scaleby  Cas- 
tle,  East  Indiaman,  trading  from  London  to  Chinas  and  the 
plaintiff  was  a  mariner  on  board  that  ship.  In  the  month 
of  December  the  Scaleby  Castle,  with  several  other  East 
Indiamen^  was  detained  at  anchor  in  the  bay  of  Canton^ 
within  two  miles  of  Macao,  in  consequence  of  disputes  be- 
tween the  East  India  Company  and  the  Chinese  authori- 
ties. Whilst  the  Scaleby  Castle  was  so  at  anchor,  an  in- 
quiry was  held  by  the  officers,  in  the  absence  of  the  cap- 
tain, who  was  at  Macao,  upon  the  conduct  of  a  mariner  of 
the  name  of  Cronan  for  disobeying  the  orders  of  the  gun- 
ner. The  officers  determined  that  Cronan  had  been  guil- 
ty of  the  disobedience  imputed  to  him,  and  sent  .to  Macao 
for  the  captain,  who,  in  three  days  afterwards,  came  to  the 
ship.  The  captain  then  ordered  Cronan  to  be  flogged, 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  demanded  by  what  authority  the 
defendant  ordered  Cronan  to  be  flogged,  and  the  plaintiff, 
with  many  others  of  the  crew,  was  guilty  of  riotous  and 
mutinous  conduct  in  resisting  the  execution  of  the  captain's 
orders  to  flog  Cronan^  The  other  ships  were  within  hail, 
and,  on  signals  being  made  to  them,  sent  boats  with  armed 
men,  who  came  on  board  the  Scaleby  Castle,  and  queUed 
the  disturbance.  For  this  conduct  the  plaintiff  was  imme- 
diately flogged  by  the  defendant's  directions,  and  was  after- 
wards imprisoned  and  kept  in  irons.  The  disobedience  of 
Cronan  was  clearly  proved.  The  learned  Judge  left  it  to 
the  Jury  to  say,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  conducted  him- 
self in  the  manner  stated  in  the  plea ;  and,  if  they  should 
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be  of  opinion  that  tiie  whole  plea  was  not  substantiated,  ^^ch.  of  Pleas; 
whether  the  plaintiff'  had  conducted  himself  in  a  mu- 
tinous manner,  or  had  refused  to  obey  the  lawful, 
commands  of  his  captain.  He  also  left  it  to  the  Jury* 
to  say,  whether  Cronan  had  been  guilty  of  the  disobedi- 
ence imputed  to  him.  The  Jury  found  that  the  conduct 
of  the  plaintiff*  was  disorderly  and  mutinous,  and  that  Cro- 
nan had  been  guilty  of  the  disobedience  imputed  to  him, 
and  they  gave  their  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

JR.  V.  Richards  now  moved  for  a  new  trial.  It  cannot 
be  denied,  after  the  evidence  which  was  given  at  the  trial, 
that  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff^  was  disorderly  and  muti- 
nous. It  may  be  admitted  also,  that,  when  a  ship  is  on  the 
high  seas  in  a  situation  where  it  is  impossible  to  procure 
assistance,  a  captain  may  inflict*  corporal  chastisement. 
Such  an  authority  is  necessary  to  maintain  a  due  subordi- 
nation in  the  crew ;  but,  as  the  necessity  for  such  sum- 
mary punishment  ceases  when  a  ship  is  at  anchor  and 
near  assistance,  the  authority  of  the  captain  to  inflict  cor- 
poral punishment  in  this  summary- manner  must  also  be 
held  to  cease.  If,  under  circumstances  like  the  present, 
corporal  punishment  may  thus  be  inflicted,  it  might  also 
be  inflicted  in  the  harbour  o(  Margate^  or  even  in  the 
East  India  Docks. 

[Bayley^  B. — I  doubt  whether  that  question  properly 
arises  on  this  record,  for  it  is  alleged,  that  what  was  done 
was  necessary;  and  there  is  no  new  assignment,  the  is- 
sue being,  whether  the  plaintiff*  conducted  himself  in  a 
mutinous  and  disorderly  manner,  and  resisted  the  defend-^ 
ant  in  the  performance  of  his  duty.] 

It  was  not  necessary  to  reply  the  excess,  because,  if,  im-* 
der  the  circumstances,  the  defendant  was  not  justified  in 
flogging,  the  proceeding  was  void,  in  toto.  In  Phillips 
v.  Hawgate  (o),  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 

(tf)5B.  &  A.220. 
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^^^^^^*  that  defendant  assaulted  and  imprisoned  the  plaintiff,  and« 

during  such  imprisonment,  struck,  pushed,  and  pulled  bim 
about:  the  defendant  justified  that  be  arrested  the  plain- 
tiff under  process,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  whilst  in  cus- 
tody, conducted  himself  in  such  a  disorderly  manner,  that 
the  defendant  necessarily  struck  him :  the  latter  part  of 
this  justification  was  not  proved,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment,  on  the  general  replicap 
tion  of  de  injwidf  without  having  new  assigned  the  excess. 

[Bayley^  B. — Because  in  that  case  the  defendant  did  not 
prove  all  that  was  necessarily  alleged  in  bis  plea.  If  a  plea 
justify  a  battery  as  well  as  an  assault,  and  the  plaintiff  prove 
a  battery,  the  defendant  must  prove  those  drcumstances 
stated  in  the  plea  which  are  alleged  as  a  justification  for 
the  battery.]  *^ 

It  is  the  essence  of  this  plea  that  the  plaintiff  diso- 
beyed the  lawful  orders  of  the  captain.  Now,  no  law- 
ful command  was  disobeyed.  The  question,  whether 
the  commands  were  or  were  not  lawful,  involves  the 
authority  to  flog  Cranan*  The  right  to  flog  can  exist 
only  when  a  mutiny  is  prevailing  at  the  time.  A  cap- 
tain has  no  authority  to  keep  a  man  in  confinement  and 
flog  him  at  any  subsequent  period.  The  right  is  co-ex- 
istent and  co-extensive  with  the  necessity;  and,  as  it  is 
not  pretended  that  Cronan  had  committed  any  act  of  insub- 
ordination .within  three  days  previously  to  the  arrival  of 
the  captain,  the  captain  had  then  no  right  to  flog  him. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — It  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  there  is  any  ground  whatever  to  object  to  the  direc- 
tion of  the  learned  Judge.  Upon  the  facts,  the  first  question 
is,  what  was  the  conduct  of  Cronan.  It  is  perfectly  clear, 
upon  the  evidence,  putting  what  passed  before  the  Court 
of  inquiry  out  of  the  question,  that  Cronan  misconducted 
himself;  that  he  had  taken  a  part  in  the  riotous  proceed- 
ings in  the  absence  of  the  captain;  and  that  he  had  stated 
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to  an  offieer  that  he  would  not  obey  any  conunaiids  Uisued  £m*«  of  Pka$, 
by  him  till  the  captain  came  on  board.  It  appears  tbati 
in  consequence  of  this  conduct,  the  captain  was  sent 
for:  he  came  on  board  three  days  afterwards;  and  im- 
mediately upon  his  arrival  on  board,  that  took  place 
which  has  given  rise  to  this  action;  he  directed  Crotkm  to 
be  flogged;  and,  I  apprehend,  for  the  purpose  of  enfon> 
ing  obedience  in  the  ship's  crew,  the  captain  has  autho- 
rity to  order  any  of  the  crew  who  misconduct  themselves 
to  be  moderately  and  properly  corrected.  It  also  appears 
tome,  that,  in  this  case,  no  objection  can  be  made  as  to  the 
interval  which  elapsed  between  the  time  when  the  offence 
was  committed  by  Cr(man,  and  the  period  when  the  pu-> 
niahment  was  inflicted  by  order  of  the  captain.  The  mo« 
ment  the  captain  arrived  on  board  he  directed  the  punish- 
ment  to  be  inflicted. 

The  next  question  is,  what  was  the  conduct  of  Lamb* 
Lamb  appears  to  have  been  at  the  head  of  those  persons 
who  opposed  the  infliction  of  punishment  upon  Cranan; 
and  every  person  hearing  the  evidence  must  be  satisfied 
that  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  upon  the  occasion  in  ques- 
tion, was  extremely  objectionable  and  mutinous.  Under 
such  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  captain  was 
justified  in  authorizing  and  directing  punishment  to  be  in- 
flicted upon  Lamb.  There  is  no  question  raised  upon 
this  record,  as  to  the  extent  of  such  pimishment.  Under 
such  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Jury  were 
perfectly  right  in  the  verdict  they  pronounced. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  objection 
upon  this  record.  The  language  of  the  plea  is,  that 
the  plaintiff  behaved  in  a  riotous,  and  mutinous,  and 
disorderly  manner,  and  then  and  there  refused  to  obey 
and  permit  to  be  obeyed,  by  the  other  sailors  on  board  this 
ship,  the  lawful  and  necessary  commands  of  the  defendant, 
and  reusted  the  defendant  in  the  performance  of  his  duty. 
There  can  be  no  objection  upon  that  statement  upon  the 
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Exck,  of  Pleat,  record ;  and  if  one  of  the  crew  does  refuse  to  obey  the  law- 

]8di 

ful  commands  of  the  master  of  a  vessel,  the  master  is  jus- 
tified in  inflicting  such  punishment  upon  him  as  may  be 
necessary  to  restrain  such  conduct. 

I  think,  therefore,  with  reference  to  the  record,  as  weU 
as  to  what  took  place  upon  the  trial,  that  there  is  no  ground 
to  object  to  any  part  of  the  proceedings. 

Garrow,  B. — I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinion  that  ha& 
been  expressed;  and  I  think  that  the  persons  most  inter* 
ested  in  this  decision,  and  in  the  decision  being  made 
promptly  without  any  delay  which  might  suggest  the 
idea  that  there  was  some  doubt  upon  the  subject,  are 
the  sailors  navigating  the  commercial  vessels  of  this  coun- 
try. Nothing  can>  be  more  dangerous  than  that  they 
should  leave  this  country  upon  a  foreign  voyage,  under, 
the  impression  that  it  is  for  them,  and  not  for  responsible 
officers;  to  decide  how  the  discipline  of  the  ship  is  to  be 
carried  on;  and  that,  where  a  certain  portion  have  engag- 
ed in  mutinous  conduct,  which  renders  it  impossible,  that 
the  duty  of  the  ship  can  .be  carried  on,  the  remainder 
may  erect  themselves  into  a  court  of  appeal,  and  deter- 
mine against  their  officers,  who  are  acting  under  the  high* 
est  responsibiUty.  The  law  is  open  to  the  meanest  man 
on  board,  if  the  captain  or  any  officer  conduct  himself  with 
cruelty  in  administering  the  discipline  of  the  ship;  but  the 
lives  of  many  valuable  men  would.be  at  stake  and  sacri- 
ficed, if  any  Court  or  Judge  could  entertain  a  doubt  upon 
the  point  stated. 

I  am  most  clearly  of  opinion,  without  the  least  doubt  or 
hesitation,  that  the  verdict  is  right,. and  that  we  should 
do  incalculable  mischief  if  we  were  to  disturb  it. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  any  rea- 
sonable doubt  could  have  been  entertained  on  the  subject, 
I  should  be  the  first  to  put  the  case  in  a  train  for  further 


HILARY  TERM^  1  WILL.  IV.  297 

inquiry.     In  a  case  like  the  present,  it  is  most  important  Exch.  vf  Pkas, 
that  the  public  should  be  in.no  doubt  as  to  the  rights  of 
the  parties. 

This  is  an  application  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
Court,  and  the  ground  upon  which  the  application  for  a 
new  trial  is  founded  is,  that  the  verdict  is  against  evi- 
dence. When  that  point  shaU  be  disposed  of,  it  has  been 
intimated  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  that  another 
question  arises,  whether,  in  point  of  law,  admitting  the 
facts  to  be  true,  they  would  amount  to  a  justification: 
That  part  of  the  application  appears  to  me  to  be  novel, 
and  in  the  nature  of  an  experiment,  because  these  pleas 
have  been  put  upon  the  record  so  long  as  I  have  been  ac- 
quainted with  the  profession;  and  it  never  occurred  to  any 
^^y»  by  way  of  demurrer,  to  raise  the  question  whether 
the  facts  here  stated  amounted  to  a  justification;  and  there- 
fore, it  comes  merely  to  the  question,  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  proved,  this  verdict  ought  to  be  disturbed. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  the  case  was  left  with  every  possi- 
ble advantage  to  the  plaintiff;  and  there  is  no  ground  of 
complaint  that  full  justice  has  not  been  done  him,  in  the 
mode  in  which  the.  question  was  shaped  and  presented  to 
the  Jury. 

It  is  stated  to  have  been  left  by  the  Judge  who  tried  the 
cause,  that  there  were  two  questions  for  the  consideration 
of  the  SuTy—Jirsti  whether  Cronan  was  guilty  of  the  of- 
fence imputed  to  him;  and  secondly ^  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  or  was  not  guilty  of  riotous  and  disorderly  conduct. 
It  is  admitted  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  evidence  was  too  strong  for  him  to  contend  that  there 
was  not  enough  to  satisfy  the  minds  of  the  Jury  that  the 
crew  was  in  a  mutinous  state ;  but  he  endeavours  to  raise 
the  question,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  in  which 
the  captain  was  placed,  he  could  justify  this  assault. 

It  was  suggested,  that  this  differed  very  much  from 
the  ordinary  case;  that  this  ship  was  within  two  miles 
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Exek.  of  Pkat;  of  the  shore;  that  the  captam  had  the  assistance  of  other 
1831. 

vessels  near  hun;  and  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  the 

exercise  of  this  power.  It  is  new  to  me  to  hear,  that  the 
authority  of  the  captain  b  to  expand  and  to  contract,  accord- 
ing to  the  distance  of  his  vessel  from  the  shore.  If  he  b  on 
board  his  ship,  exercising  the  authority  of  captain,  and 
the  crew  is  mutinous,  it  is  of  the  most  vital  importance 
that  this  power  should  be  exercised,  so  far  as  moderate 
correction  extends;  and  if  there  were  any  excess  upon  this 
occasion,  that  is  not  put  in  issue  upon  this  record.  We 
are  bound  to  assume  that  the  defendant  stands  in  the  re- 
lation of  captain,  and  that  the  plaintiff  stands  in  the  re- 
lation of  mariner;  that,  as  a  mariner,  he  conducted  him- 
self in  a  riotous  manner,  and  that,  under  those  circum- 
stances, a  moderate  castigation  was  inflicted.  I  should  be 
sorry  it  should  go  forth  for  a  moment,  upon  these  facts 
being  ascertained,  that  any  doubt  could  be  entertained  as 
to  the  propriety  of  the  conduct  of  the  captain  in  this 
respect. 

Bayley,  B. — If  I  thought  any  doubt  could  be  enter- 
tained as  to  the  propriety  of  the  verdict,  I  should  be  the 
last  person  to  wish  that  further  inquiry  should  not  be 
made;  but  having  considered  the  case  a  great  deal  since 
the  trial,  I  have  a  perfect  conviction  in  my  own  mind,  that 
the  verdict  was  right;  and  I  think  we  might  be  creating 
great  prejudice  to  the  service  in  general,  if  we  granted 
this  rule.  Generally  speaking,  if  there  were  any  ground 
of  doubt,  I  should  be  particularly  anxious,  in  the  case  of 
men  standing  in  the  situation  of  ordinary  seamen,  that 
their  rights  should  not  be  hastily  decided;  and  if  there 
were  any  reasonable  doubts,  that  they  should  be  care- 
fully discussed  and  investigated :  but,  in  this  case,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  there  is  no  reasonable  degree  of  doubt. 

It  is  suggested,  that  this  transaction  did  not  take  place 
at  sea,  but  in  a  foreign  port,  more  properly  perhaps  in  afo- 
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reign  river ;  but  it  seems  to  tne  that  such  fact  makes  no  dif-  ^^  rf  ^^<^t 

1831. 
ference.     You  may  have  a  mutiny  as  well  in  a  foreign 

port,  or  in  a  foreign  river,  as  at  sea;  and  your  ship  may 
be  entirely  sacrificed,  or  you  may  be  deprived  of  the  ca- 
pability of  navigating  your  ship  back  again,  unless  you 
have  the  means  of  promptly  adopting  that  course  which 
the  law  has  cautiously  put  into  your  power. 

What  does  the  law  authorize  you  to  do  in  the  case  of  mis- 
conduct? To  inflict  moderate  punishment*  The  punish- 
ment must  be  moderate  and  proportioned  to  the  offence; 
and,  though  the  party  guilty  of  misconduct  may  bring  his 
action  if  he  can  shew  that  the  punishment  was  dispropor- 
tionate, yet  he  must  adopt  the  course  the  law  points  out 
for  that  purpose.  Here,  he  does  not  adopt  that  course, 
but  he  says,  there  was  no  cause  for  punishment  at  all. 
What  is  the  cause  charged  upon  the  present  occasion? 
The  cause  charged  is,  that  the  plaintiff  behaved  in  a  riot- 
ous and  mutinous  manner,  and  refused  to  obey,  and  per- 
mit to  be  obeyed  by  the  other  sailors  on  board  the  ship, 
the  defendant's  lawful  commands,  and  resisted  the  defend- 
ant in  the  performance  of  his  duty,  and  set  a  pernicious 
example  to  the  other  sailors.  Now,  if  the  defendant 
had  only  made  out  that  the  ship  was  in  a  state  of  muti- 
ny, and  that  the  plaintiff  was  concerned  in  that  mutiny, 
I  should  have  thought  that  sufficient  to  justify  the  cap- 
tain in  punishing  the  party;  but,  as  it  seems  to  me,  up- 
on the  evidence,  the  whole  charge  was  made  out  so  as 
to  establish  the  whole  of  the  cause  which  is  contained 
in  this  plea.  That  the  ship  was  in  a  state  of  mutiny 
on  the  S4ih  of  January,  there  can  be  no  doubt  at  all; 
that  Cronan  was  called  forward  for  the  purpose  of  receiv- 
ing punbhment  for  some  offence  which  was  supposed  to 
have  been  committed,  is  also  a  question  with  reference  to 
which  there  is  no  degree  of  doubt.  He  is  told  by  the 
captain,  before  there  is  an  attempt  to  punish  him,  what 
the  charge  against  him  is,  and  he  says  he  may  have  been 
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Bxck,  of  PieoM^  gnflty  of  the  oflence  imputed  to  him,  namely,  of  u«ng  an 

expression  which  amounts  to  disorderly  conduct  from  a 
common  sailor  on  board  to  one  of  the  officers.  But  the 
question  as  to  his  improper  and  disorderly  conduct  in 
Aat  respect  does  not  rest  there,  because  there  is  positive 
testimony  firom  the  different  witnesses,  that  the  conduct 
charged  upon  him  on  the  19th  really  and  actually  took 
place.  Why  then,  if  Cronan  was  guilty  of  that  offence, 
was  not  the  captain  justified,  for  the  sake  of  preserving 
discipline,  in  directing  that  he  should  be  punished? 
Is  a  sailor  to  be  at  liberty  to  interfere,  and  say  that 
the  punishment  shall  not  take  place?  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  conduct  of  Lamb^  at  the  period  in  ques- 
tion, connected  with  the  conduct  of  other  persons  on 
board,  shewed  that  he  meant  to  prevent  the .  punishment 
of  Croman.  It  was  not  to  remind  the  captain  that  Cnmans 
case  had  not  been  properly  heard,  that  Cronan  was  inno- 
cent of  the  offences  imputed  to  him,  or  that  there  had  not 
been  a  fair  and  legal  trial;  but  the  objection  was,  that 
there  should  be  no  flogging:  and  whether  Cronaii  had 
or  had  not  been  guilty  of  this  offence  was  not  the  ques- 
tion upon  which  the  crew  were  acting;  they  were  act- 
ing upon  the  question,  whether  or  no  there  should  be 
any  flogging  on  board  that  ship. 

It  was  suggested  by  Mr.  Richards,  while  he  was  mak- 
ing the  motion,  that  Cronan  s  conduct  had  occurred  four 
days  before  there  was  an  order  to  punish  him ;  but, 
in  my  opinion,  the  master  had  a  right  to  insist  upon  pu- 
nishing him,  notwithstanding  that  interval  of  time.  It 
is  quite  right  that  there  should  be  moderate  punish- 
ment: it  is  quite  right  that  you  should  forbear  to  put  the 
punishment  in  force  until  the  period  of  time  at  which  he 
who  ought  to  have  the  best  discretion  upon  the  subject 
is  present;  and,  if  the  captain  happen  to  be  absent,  it  is 
most  desirable  that  the  officers  should  not  take  upon 
themselves,  in  the  absence  of  the  captain,  to  inflict  the 
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punishment  that  ought  to  be  inflicted :  it  is  reasonable  that  ^ch.  of  Pleas, 
they  should  wait:  they  do  wait,  and  they  send  for  the 
captain,  and  it  is  in  pursuance  of  the  representation  to  the 
captain  that  the  party  is  punished. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  cap- 
tain was  fully  justified  with  reference*  to  the  punishment 
of.  Cronan,  and  that  the  crew,  and  Lamb,  among  the 
others,  had  no  right  to  insist  that  there  should  be  no 
flogging. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  verdict 
which  the  Jury  have  given  is  right,  and  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  disturbing  that  verdict. 

.  Rule  refused. 


LuMBY  V,  Allday. 

Action  for  words.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration,  Words  to  be  ac- 

after  the  usual  inducement  of  the  plaintiff's  good  condupt,  en  ofa  man  in  his 

stated,  that,  before  the  time  of  the  speaking  and  publish-  gfJi^e"of  him 

ing  the  several  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defama-  »"  reference  to 

iiiiPi  1  1../**  t  n  '^^*  character  or 

tory  words  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  was,  and. from  conduct  in  such 
thence  hitherto  had  been  and  still  was,  clerk  to  a  certain  hn^te*to  him* 
incorporated  company,  to  wit,  the  Birmingham  and  Staf-  ****  *'*"'  ?^ 
fordshire  Gas  Light  Company,  and  as  such  clerk  had  al-  tion  for,  or  mU- 
ways  behaved  and  conducted  himself  with  great  diligence,  office.      ' 
industry,  and  propriety,  by  means  whereof  he  was  acquir-  fo^'^^'^e^ara- 
ing  gain  and  profits,  &c. ;  yet,  defendant  intending,  &c.,  **o°  »***«**  ***•"*' 

.  ,  the  plaintiff  was 

and  to  cause  it  to  be  believed  by  the  neighbours  and  clerk  ofa  gas 
subjects,  and  the  persons  composing  the  said  company,  that'^e^efend- 
that  the  said  plaintiff  was  of  a  bad  character,  and  unfit  ant«pokeofhim 

^  *  ...  these  words : 

for  his  situation  of  clerk  to  the  said  Birmingham  and  '*  You  are  a  fei- 
Staffordshire  Gas  Light  Company,  and  an  improper  per-  to^e^toiXun- 

fit  to  hold  your 
situation,  for 
your  conduct  with  whores,"  &c.: — Held^  that  the  words  were  not  actionable. 
Where  that  which  is  laid  as  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  is  proved  at  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  be  nonsuited,  upon  the  ground  that  the  facts  charged  do  not  disclose  a  cause  of 
actiun. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pteat,  flon  to  be  employed  by  the  said  company,  and  to  cause 

him  to  be  deprived  of  and  lose  his  situation,  &c.  &c.,  to 
wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  in  a  certain  discourse  which  the  said 
defendant  then  and  there  had  with  the  said  plaintiff,  of 
and  concerning  the  said  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning 
the  premises,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  good 
and  worthy  subjects  of  this  realm,  then  and  there,  in  the 
presence  and  hearing  of  the  said  last-mentioned  subjects, 
falsely  and  maliciously  spoke  and  publbhed  to,  and  of  and 
concerning  the  said  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the 
premises,  these  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defama- 
tory words  following  (that  is  to  say):  ''  You  (meaning  the 
said  plaintiff)  are  a  fellow,  a  disgrace  to  the  town,  unfit  to 
hold  your  (then  and  there  meaning  the  said  plaintiff's) 
situation  (then  and  there  meaning  the  said  situation  of 
clerk  to  the  Birmingham  and  Staffordshire  Gas  Light 
Company)^  for  your  conduct  with  whores.  I  will  have  you 
in  the  Argus.  You  (then  and  there  meaning  the  said 
plaintiff)  have  bought  up  all  the  copies  of  the  Argus^ 
knowing  you  (then  and  there  meaning  the  siud  plaintiff) 
have  been  exposed.  You  may  drown  yourself,  for  you 
(then  and  there  meaning  the  s^d  plaintiff)  are  not  fit  to 
live,  and  are  a  disgrace  to  the  situation  you  (then  and  there 
meaning  the  said  plaintiff)  bold  (then  and  there  meaning 
the  said  situation  of  clerk  to  the  Birmingham  and  Siitf- 
fordshire  Gas  Light  Company)^    Plea — Not  guilty. 

At  the  trial,  before  ^/^arancfer,  L.  C.  B.,  at  the  last  As* 
sizes  for  the  county  of  Warwick,  the  plaintiff  proved  the 
material  part  of  the  words  charged  in  the  first  count.  The 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  submitted,  that  the  words  were 
not  actionable,  and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited. 
The  learned  Judge  refused  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  and 
told  the  Jury,  that  if  they  thought  the  words  might  pro^ 
bably  have  occasioned  the  loss  of  the  plaintiff's  situation, 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  and  the  Jury  having 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  he  gave  the  defendant 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 
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Adams,  Serjt.^  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  ifa«*.  of  Phat^ 
to  set  aside  the  verdict^  and  to  enter  a  nonsuit;  against 
which — 

Gaulburtiy  Serjt.,  shewed  cause. — The  rule  is,  that  words, 
which  may  probably  occasion  the  loss  of  the  plaintiff's 
situation,  are  actionable,  where  the   situation  is  one  of 
profit.    This  was  laid  cfown  by  De  Grey,  C.  J.,  in  Ons^ 
low  V.  Home  {a),  and  is  in  accordance  with  the  direc- 
tion of  the^Lord  Chief  Baron  at  the  trial.     Mr.  Starkie, 
adopting  this  rule,  observes,  that  ''words  are  actionable 
which  directly  tend  to  the  prejudice  of  any  one  in  his  of- 
fice, profession,  trade,  or  business  {by*    And  in  another 
passage  he  adds,  ''  When  his  office  is  lucrative,  words 
which  reflect  upon  the  integrity  or  capacity  of  the  plain- 
tiff render  his  tenure  precarious,  and  are,  therefore,  pro 
tantOf  a  detriment  in  a  pecuniary  point  of  view  (c).**    Now, 
the  plaintiff  was  proved  to  hold  a  lucrative  office,  and  im- 
putations, which  would  put  that  office  in  jeopardy,  come 
within  the  rule  upon  this  subject ;  at  all  events,  the  objec- 
tion, if  good,  is  upon  the  record ;  and  as  all  the  material 
words  were  proved,  there  was  no  ground  for  entering  a 
nonsuit  at  the  trial ;  and  therefore  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Adams,  Serjt,  contra. — In  an  action  for  words,  the 
plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited,  if  the  words  are  not  action- 
able, for  the  Jury  cannot  assess  the  damages  when  there 
is  no  cause  of  action. 

[Bayleift  B. — The  rule  is,  that  if  the  facts  alleged  in 
the  declaration  be  proved,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Jury  to 
find  for  the  plaintiff;  and  if  those  facts  do  not  disclose  a 
sufficient  cause  of  action,  the  defendant  must  move  in  ar- 

(a)  3  WilsoD,  186 ;  2  Sir  W.  Bl.  754.  (b)  1  Surkie  SI.  1 17. 

()1  StarkieSl.  118. 

VOL.  I.  Y 
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iCsc*.  if  Pieas^  rest  of  judgment.     Where  a  defendant  is  satisfied  that 

the  allegations  if  proved  do  not  establish  a  cause  of  action, 
lie  ought  to  demur.  The  Judge  is  not  at  liberty  to  non- 
suit on  the  ground  that  the  facts  alleged  in  the  decla- 
ration,  do  not  amount  to  a  cause  of  action.] 

It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  words  are  actionable, 
per  se  ;  and  they  are  clearly  not  actionable  as  spoken  with 
reference  to  the  plaintiflTs  situation.  The  imputation  does 
not  affect  him  in  his  situation  of  clerk,  and  are  equally 
actionable  whether  they  were  spoken  of  the  plsdntiff  in  his 
situation,  or  in  his  private  capacity.  Words,  to  be  action- 
able by  reason  of  an  imputation  upon  the  plaintiff's  trade, 
must  be  spoken  of  him  in  his  trade,  and  with  reference  to 
his  trade.  They  must  either  impute  some  misconduct  in  his 
trade,  which  renders  him  unfit  for  his  situation,  or  be  calcu- 
lated to  injure  him  in  his  trade.  It  is  consistent  with  this 
imputation,  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  conducted  himself 
honestly  to  the  company,  and  have  faithfully  and  effi- 
ciently performed  his  duty ;  and  therefore  the  words  cannot 
be  actionable  as  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade. 

Cur.  ad9.  vulL 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Baylet,  B. — This  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  a 
rule  niH  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  The  ground  of  motion  was, 
that  the  words  (in  slander)  proved  upon  the  trial  were  not 
actionable. 

Two  points  were  discussed  upon  the  motion :  one,  whe- 
ther the  words  were  actionable  or  not — and  the  other,  whe- 
ther this  was  properly  a  ground  of  nonsuit. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  clerk  to  an 
incorporated  company,  called  the  Birmingham  and  Siaf- 
fordsfUre  Gas  Light  Company,  and  had  behaved  himself 
as  such  with  great  propriety,  and  thereby  acquired  and 
was  daily  acquiring  great  gains;  but  that  the  defendant,  to 
cause  it  to  be  believed  that  he  was  unfit  to  hold  his  situa- 
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tioQj  and  an  improper  person  to  be  employed  by  the  com-  Exeh.  tf  Pkat, 
pany,  and  to  cause  bim  to  be  deprived  of  his  situation, 
9poke  the  words  complained  of  in  the  declaration. 

The  objection  to  maintaining  an  action  upon  these 
words  isy  that  it  is  only  on  the  ground  of  the  plaintiff  be- 
ing clerk  to  the  company  that  they  can  be  actionable;  that 
it  is  not  alleged  that  they  are  spoken  of  him  in  reference 
to  his  character  or  conduct  as  clerk;  that  they  do  not,  from 
their  tenor,  import  that  they  were  spoken  with  any  such  re- 
ference; that  they  do  not  impute  to  him  the  want  of  any 
qualification  such  as  a  clerk  ought  to  have,  or  any  miscon- 
duct which  would  make  him  unfit  to  discharge  faithfully 
and  correctly  all  the  duties  of  such  a  clerk. 

The  plaintiff  relied  on  the  rule  laid  down  by  De  Greyt 
C.  J.,  in  Onslow  v.  Home  (a),  '*  that  words  are  actionable 
when  spoken  of  one  in  an  office  of  profit,  which  may  pro* 
bably  occasion  the  loss  of  his  office ;  or  when  spoken  of 
persons  touching  their  respective  professions,  trades,  and 
business,  and  do  or  may  probably  tend  to  their  damage." 
l^he  same  case  occurs  in  Sir  Wm*  Bla,  Rep.  753,  and  there 
the  rule  is  expressed  to  be,  ''  if  the  words  be  of  probable 
ill  consequence  to  a  person  in  a  trade  or  profession,  or  an 
office." 

The  objection  to  the  rule,  as  expressed  in  both  reports, 
appears  to  me  to  be,  that  the  words  ''probably**  and 
"  probable  "  are  too  indefinite  and  loose,  and  imless  they 
are  considered  as  equivalent  to ''  having  a  natural  tendency 
to^  and  are  confined  within  the  limits,  I  have  expressed  in 
irtating  the  defendant's  objections,  of  shewing  the  want  of 
some  necessary  qualification,  or  some  misconduct  in  the 
office,  it  goes  beyond  what  the  authorities  warrant 

Every  authority  which  I  have  been  able  to  find,  eitUl^r 
shews  the  want  of  some  general  requisite,  as  honesty,  ca- 
pacity, fidelity,  &c.,  or  connects  the  imputation  with  the 

(a)  3  VViU.  186. 
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^'^\qoj^^^*  plaintiflTs  office,  trade,  or  business.  As  at  present  advis- 
ed, therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  charge  proved  in 
this  case  is  not  actionable,  because  the  imputation  it  con- 
tains does  not  imply  the  want  of  any  of  those  qualities 
which  a  clerk  ought  to  possess,  and  because  the  imputa- 
tion has  no  reference  to  his  conduct  as  clerk.  I  say  as  at 
present  advised,  for  the  reason  which  I  am  about  to  state. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  ihis  is  properly  aground  of 
nonsuit;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  it  is  not.  The  words  proved  are  nearly  all 
the  words  which  the  first  count  contains ;  and  if  the  words 
proved  are  not  actionable,  none  of  the  other  words  contain- 
ed in  that  count  are.  When  the  general  issue  is  pleaded 
to  a  count,  it  puts  in  issue  to  be  tried  by  the  Jury  the 
question,  whether  the  facts  stated  in  that  count  exist? 
The  legal  effect  of  those  facts,  whether  they  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  or  not,  is  not  properly  in  question.  The 
proper  mode  to  bring  that  legal  effect  into  consideration, 
19,  before  trial,  to  demur;  after  trial,  to  move  in  arrest  of 
judgment.  The  duty  of  the  Judge,  under  whose  direction 
the  Jury  try  questions  of  fact,  is  not  to  consider  whether 
the  facts  charged  give  a  ground  of  action,  but  to  assist  the 
Jury  in  matters  of  law,  which  may  arise  upon  the  trial  of 
those  facts. 

As  the  defendant,  therefore,  in  this  case  put  in  issue 
the  allegations  in  the  declaration,  and  those  allegations 
were  proved  upon  the  trial,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
rule  for  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be  discharged;  and,  notwith- 
standing the  lapse  of  time,  that  there  ought  to  be  a  rule 
nisi  to  arrest  the  judgment,  if  the  defendant  be  advised  to 
take  such  rule. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

» 

(a)  The  parties  acquiesced  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  and  the  matter 
ended. 
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Exch.  of  Plea$, 
1B31. 


Edwards  r.  Brown,  Harries,  and  Stephens. 

Debt  upon  a  bond  dated  12th  October,  1826,    The  Where  a  party 
defendant.  Brown,  suffered  judgment  by  default.     The  bond  is  at  the 
bond,  as  set  out  on  oyer,  appeared  to  be  a  bond  given  up-  ^Jl^^^^^^l 
on  a  mortgage  for  1800/.  to  the  plaintiff.     It  recited  that  cannot,  under 

^  ,      -   ,  1  .  r  thepleaofncn 

Brown  was  seised  in  tail  of  the  mortgaged  premises ;  that,  est  factum, 
by  lease  and  release,  of  even  date,  the  premises  had  been  ]J^^^  l^  (^  the 
conveyed  to  make  a  tenant  to   the  precipe,  that  a  re-  {,^^*®^'°^** 
cove^  might  be  suffered ;  and  the  condition  was,  that  if     A.,  and  B, 
the  recovery  should  be  suffered  in  manner  and  form  men-  sureties,  execut- 
tioned  in  the  release,  and  so  and  in  such  manner  as  that  jJnd"*w^h^ 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  recovery  and  of  the  release,  redted  that  A. 

1-1  1   ••/«»•       r  ^**  seiaed  in 

the  premises  should  be  vested  m  the  plaintiff  in  fee*  ac-  tail  of  certun 

cording  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  release,  the  wMconditioaed, 

bond  should  be  void.      The  defendant,  Harries,  then  ^J^'^^l^J 

f  leaded,  Jirsi,  non  est  factum;  secondly,  that  the  recovery  fered,  so  as  and 

was  suffered  modo  et  formd,  &c. ;  and  that,  under  and  by  as  that  under 

virtue  of  the  recovery,  and  of  the  lease  and  release,  the  "hereof  and'of  a 

premises  became  vested  in  the  plaintiff  in  fee,  according  «iease  to  make 

*^  ^   ^  ®    a  tenant  to  the 

to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  release;  thirdly,  pradpey {a\io 
that  a  recovery  was  suffered,  and  that  f/*  Brown  had  been  should  be%aiV 
seised  in  tail,  the  premises  would  have  vested  in  the  plain-  S?Lt"thele«a'^' 
tiff  in  fee  (a);  dead  fourthly,  that  the  recovery  mentioned  effect  of  the 
in  the  release  was  suffered.     Stephens  also  pleaded  non  d.  should  haTe 
est  factum,  and  a  plea  similar  to  the  second  plea  of  i/or-  ^f^bJJ^g  seised 
ties.    The  plaintiff  replied  to  the  second  pleas  of  Har-  for  life  only,  the 

^  bond  was  for- 

ries  and  Stephens,  that  the  recovery  was  not  suffered  so  felted. 
and  in  such  manner  as  that,  under  and  by  virtue  thereof, 
and  of  the  lease  and  release,  the  premises  became  vested 
in  the  plaintiff  in  fee,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  release;  and  to  the  fourth  plea,  pleaded  by 
Harries,  that  the  recovery  was  not  suffered  so  and  in  such 

(a)  See  this  plea,  3  Y.  &  J.  424. 
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Exeh,  V  Pieut,  manner  as  that,  under  and  by  virtue  thereof,  and  of  the 

J8dl.  'J  ' 

lease  and  release,  the  premises  became  vested  in  the  plain- 
tiffin  fee  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
release.  Issues  were  joined  on  the  pleas  of  turn  eH  fae^ 
turn;  on  the  replications  to  the  second  and  fourth  pleas  of 
Harries^  on  the  replication  to  the  second  plea  of  Siepkens^ 
and  on  the  replication  to  the  third  plea  of  Harries,  upon 
which  no  question  arose  (a). 

At  the  trial,  before  Park,  J.,  at  the  last  summer  assises 
for  the  county  of  Hereford,  it  appeared,  that  Brawn  was 
seised  of  the  premises  in  question  for  life  only  (i),  and  not 
in  tail:  so  that,  although  the  recovery  was  duly  sufiered, 
it  could  not  vest  in  the  plaintiff  a  fee.  Russell,  Seijt, 
tendered  evidence  to  prove  that  Stephens  had  been  indnc- 
'  ed  by  fraud  to  execute  the  bond,  but  the  learned  Judge 
was  of  opinion,  that  such  evidence  was  not  admissible  un- 
der the  plea  of  nan  est  factum.  The  Jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  last,  Russell,  Seijt.,  for  Stephens, 
obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not 
be  had,  upon  the  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the  evidence 
of  fraud ;  and  E.  F.  Williams  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  en- 
ter a  verdict  for  the  defendant  Harries,  upon  the  second 
and  fourth  pleas,  upon  the  ground  that  the  recovery  was 
suffered  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  llie 
condition  and  release. 

John  Etans  and  Godson  shewed  cause. — Fraud  is  not 
admissible  under  the  general  issue.     It  is  laid  down  in 

{a)  The  validity  of  the  diird  plea  Brown  was  only  seised  for  life  of 

was  before  discosBed  and  determin-  the  premises;  bat  as  this  qnestioQ 

ed.  &e  a  Y.&  J.  424.  turned  upon  the  effect  of  the  evi- 

(6)  Williams  obtained  a  rule  niii  dence  merely,  the  aigumenti  and 

for  a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground  the  judgment  upon  this  point  are 

that  the  evidence  diid  not  shew  that  omitted. 
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Chiity  on  Pleading  (a),  and  in  Ttdd's  Practice  (b),  that  ^'\^^'^' 
fraud  is  admissible  under  the  plea  of  non  esi  factum^  up- 
on the  authority  of  the  case  oi Lambert  v.  Atkins {c)-^  but 
that,  which  was  a  case  of  coverture,  does  not  bear  out 
that  position*  It  may  be  admitted  that  fraud  avoids  all 
contracts;  but  it  does  not,  therefore,  follow,  that  fraud 
may  be  given  in  evidence  under  this  plea.  In  Harmer  v. 
Wright  {d)i  it  was  decided,  that  the  defendant  could  not, 
(m  the  plea  of  non  est  factum,  prove  that  the  bond  was 
void  at  common  law,  as. being  an  illegal  contract  to  forego 
prosecutions  for  felonies.  The  correct  rule  appears  to  be, 
that  nothing  that  affects  the  consideration  or  inducement 
to  execute  the  bond  can  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  plea 
of  non  esi  factum  (e).  Whelpdale^s  case  (f)  is  no  autho- 
rity  for  the  defendant;  and  the  second  and  third  resolu- 
tions shew  that  where  a  deed  is  voidable,  as  by  duress,  or 
is  void  by  reason  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  the  matter  must 
be  pleaded  specially.  In  the  note  to  this  case  by  Fraserg 
the  rule  is  stated  to  be,  that  whatever  tends  to  shew  an 
invalid  or  defective  execution  of  a  deed  at  the  time  of  plea 
pleaded,  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  plea  of  non 
est  fctctum;  but  whatever  impeaches  the  deed  by  rea- 
son of  the  matter  or  consideration  thereof,  whether  such 
matter  or  consideration  renders  the  deed  void  by  the  po- 
licy of  the  common  law,  or  by  the  express  provisions  of 
the  statute  law,  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and  such  plea 
ought  to  conclude  with  ''  and  so  the  said  deed  is  void," 
and  not  with  ''  et  sic  non  estfaetum,^^  Here  the  evidence 
was  not  tendered  to  affect  the  execution  of  the  bond,  bat 
to  impeach  the  consideration  or  inducement  to  execute  it} 
and  therefore  this  defence  should  have  been  pleaded  spe- 
cially, and  could  not  be  admitted  under  die  plea  of  non 
estfaeium* 

(0)  Vol.  1 ,  p.  424,  425 .  (e)  See  the  cases  collected  by  Ros- 

(6)  Vol.  1,  p.  650.  coe,  on  Evidence,  244. 
(c)  2  Camp.  272.  (/)  5  Rep.  119  a. 

(</)2Stark.35. 
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Ejrek,  &f  P/«M,       The  pointy  as  to  the  effect  of  the  recovery,  was  decided 

by  the  Court  upon  the  former  argument,  and  the  authori- 
ties are  collected  in  the  report  of  that  argument  (a), 

Russell,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant  Stephens. — This  de- 
fence of  Stephens  was  receivable  under  the  plea  of  non 
est /actum.  He  was  induced  to  execute  by  the  misrepre- 
sentation of  the  plaintiff.  The  contract  was  concocted  in 
fraud,  and,  being  fraudulent,  it  never  could  have  been  his 
deed.  The  rule  is,  that  where  (Miginally,  or  at  the  time 
of  plea  pleaded,  it  is  not  the  deed  of  the  party,  it  may  be 
given  in  evidence  under  non  est  /actum;  and  in  no  case, 
except  in  that  of  forgery,  can  it  be  less  the  deed  of  the 
party  than  when  it  is  obtained  by  fraud,  for  fraud  vitiates 
all  transactions.  Fermer's  case  (6).  In  the  modern  publi- 
cations on  pleading,  though  a  form  is  given  of  a  plea  of 
fraud,  concluding  ''  and  therefore  the  bond  is  void,"  yet  it 
is  said,  that  fraud  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  ge- 
neral issue. 

[Bayley,  B. — Can  you  distinguish  this  from  a  case  of 
duress?] 

In  the  second  resolution  in  Whelpdale*s  case,  duress  is 
classed  amongst  those  cases  in  which  the  deed  is  voidable 
merely.  The  note  by  Mr.  Fraser  to  that  case  is  in  favour 
of  the  defendant;  he  states,  that  what  tends  to  shew  an 
invalid  or  defective  execution,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  non  est  /actum.  The  present  case  falls  within  that 
rule.  He  then  adds,  that  what  impeaches  the  deed  by  the 
matter  or  consideration  thereof,  must  be  specially  plead- 
ed. Here  it  is  not  attemped  to  impeach  the  matter  or  con- 
sideration of  the  bond,  but  the  evidence  was  offered  to 
shew  that  the  party  was  induced  to  execute  by  fraud.  If 
unlettered  and  mis-read  is  evidence  under  non  est/actum,  as 
to  which  there  can  be  no  doubt  (c),  misrepresentation  of  the 

(a)  3  Y.  &  J.  423.  (6)  3  Rep. 77  a.   ^ 

(c)  See  Com.  Dig.  Fait,  (B.  2),  Reading. 
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effect  of  the  instrument  must  likewise  be  admissible  under  ^^\^^^^' 
that  plea.  In  Thompson  y.  Rock  (a),  it  was  held,  that,  up- 
on a  plea  of  non  est  factum  to  a  sheriff's  bond,  the  de- 
fendant might  shew,  at  the  trial,  that  the  bond  was  dated 
and  executed  on  a  day  subsequent  to  the  return  of  the 
writ  (i). 

E.  V.  WilUams,  for  Harries, — Looking  at  the  bond  and 
the  release,  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  merely  that  a 
recovery  should  be  suffered.  The  bond  was  executed 
upon  an  assumption  that  the  circumstances  recited  were 
true;  and  if  the  recitals  had  been  true,  the  recovery 
would  have  vested  a  fee  in  the  plaintiff.  The  object  of 
the  recitals  is  to  prevent  a  discussion  as  to  the  existing 
state  of  things,  and  to  shew  upon  what  terms  the  obliga- 
tion was  entered  into.  In  the  argument  upon  the  former 
occasion,  an  authority  was  cited,  to  shew  that  recitals  can- 
not operate  as  an  estoppel  (c),  and  so  it  is  laid  down  in 
Co,  lAtt.  352;  but  all  the  subsequent  authorities  are  clear- 
ly the  other  way.  The  cases  upon  this  subject  were  brought 
under  consideration  in  KeUy  v.  Wright  (cQ,  and  there  the 
older  authorities  were  overruled.  The  doctrine  now  is, 
that  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  to  be  collected  from 
the  recitals  as  well  as  from  the  other  parts  of  the  deed.  This 
was  established  in  Lord  Arlington  v.  Merricke  (e),  and  has 
been  uniformly  acted  upon  in  a  long  series  of  decisions  (f). 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Bayley,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
and,  after  stating  the  pleadings  as  above,  proceeded  thus : — 

(a)  4  M.  &  S.  338.  {d)  Willes,  12. 

{h)  The  authority  of  this  case  is  (e)  2  Saund.414. 

questioned  by  Mr.  Frater  in  his  (/)  See  the  cases  collected  2 

learned  note  to  Whelpdales  case,  5  Saund.  last  ed.  414,  n.  (5)»  n.  b,  c; 

Rep.  244.  and  see  Parker  v.  Wise,  6  M.  &  S. 

(r)  Br.  Faitt,  p.  4;  1 8  Ves.  181 .  239. 
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^£/'^'^  At  the  time  of  the  trial,  the  defendant,  Stephens,  oflfered 

loot*  •  «        «  i_ 

to  prove  that  he  was  drawn  in  by  fraud  to  execate  the 
bond;  but  the  learned  Judge  being  of  opinion  that  fraud 
could  not  be  given  in  evidence  upon  non  est  factum-^  that 
evidence  was  rejected;  and  it  is  upon  the  ground  that  such 
rejection  was  improper  that  my  brother  Russell  obtained 
his  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial. 

I  agree  with  my  brother  Russell,  that,  whatever  shews 
that  the  bond  never  was  the  deed  of  the  defendant  may  be 
given  in  evidence  upon  non  est  factum.  But  if  the  party 
actually  executes  it,  and  was  competent  at  the  time  to  exe- 
cute it,  and  was  not  deceived  as  to  the  actual  contents  of  the 
bond,  chough  he  might  be  misled  as  to  the  legal  effect, 
and  though  he  might  have  been  entitled  to  avoid  the  bond 
by  stating  that  he  was  so  misled,  it  nevertheless  became, 
by  the  execution,  the  deed  of  the  defendant,  and  he  is  not 
at  liberty,  upon  the  plea  of  non  est  factum,  to  say  it  was 
not 

The  rule,  as  laid  down  in  Gilberts  Evidence,  IGZ,  is 
this — ''  The  only  point  in  issue,  and  the  controversy,  on  non 
est  factum,  is,  whether  the  deed  declared  on  be  the  act  of 
the  party,  so  that  when  the  act  is  proved  to  be  done,  the 
whole  matter  denied  by  the  defendant  is  proved  to  the 
Jury;  but  if  there  be  any  other  circumstances  to  destroy 
that  act,  and  avoid  its  binding  force,  that  must  be  shewn 
to  the  Court,  that  the  Court  may  judge,  and  not  the  Jury, 
whether  they  are  sufficient  to  avoid  that  deed.'*  And  we 
accordingly  meet  with  many  instances  in  which  what  would 
avoid  the  deed  and  destroy  its  binding  force,  both  at  com* 
mon  law  and  by  statute,  has  been  held  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence upon  non  est  factum,  and  other  instances  in  which 
it  has  been  specially  pleaded. 

In  Whelpdale's  case  (a),  the  third  resolution  is — ^'  Where 
a  bond  or  other  writing  is  by  act  of  Parliament  enacted  to 

(a)5Rep.l19. 
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be  voidj  the  party  who  is  bound  cannot  plead  non  est  foe*  Sxek.  tf  PUat, 
turn;  hut,  in  construction  of  law.  the  deed  is  to  be  avoided 
by  the  party  who  is  bound  by  it,  by  pleading  the  special 
matter,  taking  advantage  of  the  special  matter;  for  al- 
though the  act  makes  the  bond  or  other  writing  void,  y^ 
thereto  the  law  doth  tacitly  require  order  and  manner^ 
which  the  obligor  ought  to  follow." 

In  Cotton  V.  Goodridge{a)f  th&  defendant  was  not  allow- 
ed, upon  non  est  factum ,  to  refer  to  the  condition  of  the 
bond,  to  shew  that  it  was  in  restraint  of  marriage,  and  there- 
fore void  at  common  law. 

So,  in  Harmer  v.  Rowse  (fi),  the  defendant  was  not  al- 
lowed to  prove,  on  non  est/actum  to  a  bond,  that  it  was 
given  to  stifle  a  prosecution  for  felony,  and  therefore  void 
at  common  law. 

In  Thompson  v.  Harvey  (c),  where  the  objection  to  a 
bond  was,  that  it  was  in  restraint  of  trade,  which  is  a 
common  law  objection,  it  was  pleaded  specially;  and  in 
Cotlins  V.  Blantern  (d),  where  the  defence  to  an  action  on 
a  bond  was,  that  it  was  given  to  suppress  a  prosecution 
for  perjury,  it  was  pleaded  specially;  and  in  this,  and  the 
case  of  Thompson  v.  Harvey,  the  conclusion  of  the  plea 
was  not  et  sic  non  est  factum,  but,  and  so  the  bond  was 
void  in  law. 

But  the  authorities  which  come  closest  to  this  case, 
and  press  most  strongly  on  my  mind,  are  the  cases  of 
duress  and  threats.  Every  argument  which  can  apply 
to  a  case  where  fraud  is  the  defence,  apply  equally 
where  threats  or  duress  are  the  defence.  The  party  is 
equally  deprived  of  his  free  agency  and  uncontrolled 
judgment  in  either  case.  And  yet,  where  duress  or  threats 
are  the  defence,  there  is  authority  upon  authority  that  they 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  upon  non  est  factum,  but  must 
be  pleaded  specially.    The  rule  I  have  mentioned,  from 

(a)  Bl.  11 08.    (6)  6  M.  &  S.  146.    (c)  i  Show.  2.    {d)  2  WiU.  341. 
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Exch.  of  PieaSf  Gilberfs  Evidence^  162,  is  given  as  the  reason  why  a  man 

cannot  give  duress  in  evidence  under  non  est  factum. 

In  1  Hen.  7,  15  b,  Keble  lays  it  down,  if  a  man  con- 
fess an  obligation  to  be  his  deed,  he  shall  not  conclude  nan 
est  factum,  as  if  he  pleaded  infancy ;  the  same  law  is  where 
he  pleads  that  he  made  the  obligation  of  duress  by  impri- 
sonment. 

So,   14  Hen,  8,  S8  a,  if  a  deed  be  made  by  duress  of 
imprisonment,  the  defendant  ought  to  conclude  to  the  ac- 
tion, for  it  would  be  a  false  conclusion  to. say,  et  sic  non  est 
factum,  forit  was  his  deed. 

Again  (a),  if  an  infant  or  a  man  by  duress  make  an  ob- 
ligation, they  shall  demand  judgment  si  actio,  because  the 
delivery  of  the  deed  was  not  void. 

So,  Doctrina  Placitandi,  259,  if  a  feme  covert  make 
an  obligation,  she  may  plead  non  est  factum;  but  other- 
wise it  is  in  case  of  an  infant  or  of  duress,  for  then  it  is 
only  voidable;  and,  therefore,  the  parties  cannot  plead 
non  est  factum,  but  they  shall  say  judgment  si  actio. 

The  second  resolution  in  Whelpdale's  case  is  to  the 
same  effect;  and  upon  these  authorities  our  opinion  is, 
that  the  plea  of  noii  est  factum  in  this  case  did  not  entitle 
the  defendant  to  give  the  evidence  he  offered ;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  such  evidence  was  rightly  rejected. 

This  brings  us  to  Mr.  IVilliamss  objection,  which  is, 
that,  by  the  recovery  which  was  suffered,  the  fee  did  vest 
in  the  plaintiff^  occorcftnjf  to  tlie  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  release.  This  objection  rests  wholly  upon  the  expres- 
sion, according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  re- 
lease; and  it  is  founded  upon  this,  that,  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  release,  and  the  right  con- 
struction to  be  put  upon  it,  it  was  sufiBcient  if  a  recovery 
was  suffered ;  but  that  it  was  not  essential  it  should  give 
the  plaintiff*  a  fee. 

(a)  Plo^vden,  66. 
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The  first  answer  to  this  objection  is^  that  it  makes  the  Esch.  of  pie<u, 
construction  of  the  release  parcel  of  the  issue  to  be  tried  ^ 

by  the  Jury,  putting  to  them  to  decide*  not  a  question  of  Edwards 
fact,  but  a  matter  of  law;  and  the  next,  that  it  gives  these  Bbown. 
words  in  the  issue  a  meaning  they  could  not  have  been  in- 
tended to  bear.  If,  according  to  the  true  construction  of 
the  issue,  they  are  inserted  to  qualify  the  issue,  and  to 
make  it  mean  not  that  the  recovery  vested  a  fee  in  the 
plaintiff*  simplidier,  but  that  it  vested  a  fee  in  him  as  far 
as  a  recovery  by  Brown  could  vest  one,  Mr.  fFiUiams's  ob- 
jection would  be  valid ;  but  if  these  words  meant  no  more 
than  to  signify  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  release  that 
the  plaintiff*  should  have  a  perfect  and  effectual  fee,  the 
objection  fails,  and  the  plaintiff*  is  entitled  to  have  this 
rule  discharged.  And  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  the  latter 
is  the  meaning. 

The  defendants  all  represent,  by  the  i:ecital  in  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond,  that  Brown  is  seised  in  tdl.  The 
plaintiff*  takes  the  estate,  not  for  enjoyment,  but  as  a  secu- 
rity for  money,  and  not  for  money  of  his  own,  but  for  trust 
money.  When,  therefore,  he  takes  a  covenant  for  a  reco- 
very, (which,  if  the  recital  were  true,  would  give  him  a  fee), 
he  does  wisely  to  take  a  covenant,  not  merely  that  a  reco- 
very shall  be  suffered,  but  that  it  shall  be  suffered  so  as 
to  have  the  effect  of  giving  him  the  fee,  it  being  clearly 
and  unequivocally  the  intention  of  that  security  that  he 
should  have  the  fee.  What  is  the  spiecies  of  contract  for 
title  that  a  mortgagee  is  naturally  to  be  expected  to  take? 
Not  one  that  is  qualified  according  to  the  title  of  the 
mortgagor,  but  one  that  is  absolute ;  and,  as  the  condition 
of  this  bond  shews  that  the  money  which  the  bond  secures 
was  lent  to  Brown  by  way  of  mortgage,  this  was  the  spe- 
cies of  contract  the  defendants  were  naturally  to  expect. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion,  that  both  the  rules  in  this 
case  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Rules  discharged. 
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Where  a  part- 
nership flrm  ifl 
pledged  by  the 
acceptance  of  a 
bill  of  exchange 
by  one  partner 
in  the  name  of 
the  6rm,  the 
partncr&hip,  of 
whomsoever  it 
may  consist, 
whether  they 
are  named  or 
not,  and  whe- 
ther the  part- 
ners are  knows 
or  secret  part- 
neia,  wfllbe 
boand,  unless 
the  title  of  the 
person  who 
seeks  to  charge 
them  can  be  im- 
peached. 

Where  a  bUl« 
accepted  in  a 
partnership  firm, 
is  applied,  with 
the  linowledge 
of  the  party 
who  talies  the 
bill,  in  part  only 
to  the  separate 
use  of  the  part- 
ner who  actual- 
ly accepts  it,  a 
secret  partner, 
not  known  to 
the  party  who 
takes  the  bill, 
is  liable  In  re- 
spect of  so  much 
of  the  amount 
as  is  not  to  the 
knowledge  of 
the  taker  ap- 
plied to  the  se- 
parate uae  of  the 
partner  who  ac- 
cepts the  bill 


WiNTLB  and  Others  r.  Crowther  and  Combes. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiffs  as  Indorseesi  against  the 
defendants  as  acceptors  of  two  bills  of  exchange,  the  one 
dated  18th  August^  1828,  for  ISO/.  lOs.  6d.,  and  the  other 
dated  5th  September,  1828,  for  i^SL  10«.  The  defendant, 
Crowther  suffered  judgment  by  default,  and  the  defend- 
ant Combes  pleaded  mm  assumpsit 

The  cause  was  twice  tried.  Upon  the  first  trial  the 
Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  which  verdict  was 
set  aside  as  being  contrary  to  the  evidence,  and  a  new 
trial  was  granted.  Upon  the  second  trial,  it  appeared 
that  Crowther  and  Combes  carried  on  the  business  of 
coal  merchants  at  Bristol,  Combes  being  a  secret  part- 
ner residing  at  Newport;  and  that  Crowther  also  carried 
on  the  business  of  a  slop-seller  at  Bristol,  on  his  own  se- 
parate account.  In  the  latter  business  Crowther  contract- 
ed a  separate  debt  with  the  plaintiffs  for  80/.,  for  which 
the  plaintiffs  drew  on  him  two  bills  of  exchange  for  40/., 
and  38/,  8^.  6c/.,  the  first  of  which  became  due  on  the 
13tb  July,  1828,  and  was  dishonoured.  The  second  bill 
for  88/.  8s.  6d.,  became  due  on  the  18th  August,  1828, 
on  which  day  Crowther  took  the  bill  for  180/.  lOs.  6dL  to 
the  plaintiff**s  house,  and  told  Gilbert,  the  plaintiff's  shop- 
man, that  he  had  a  bill  for  which  he  wanted  cash.  GU- 
bert  shewed  Crowther  in  to  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  went 
to  the  strong  box  in  which  the  cash  and  securities  were 
kept,  and  gave  Crowther  something,  it  did  not  appear 
what,  and  Crowther  went  away.  After  this  Gilbert  saw 
the  bill  for  130/.  lOs*  Qd.  in  the  possession  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. The  two  bills  for  40/.,  and  38/.  Ss.  6i/.  were  pro- 
duced by  Combes  at  the  trial,  and  there  was  no  receipt 
upon  the  back  of  either  of  them.  The  bills  upon  which 
the  action  was  brought  were  accepted  in  the  name*  of 
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Crowther  %  Co.,  in  the  hand-writing  of  Crowther,  and  it  fi«?*.  ^  Pfc«, 
appeared  that  at  the  time  the  bilk  were  taken  by  the     s      ^  '  • 
plaintiffs,  they  knew  nothmg  of  CombeSj  and  that  they       Wintls 
made  no  inquiry^  after  him  until  long  after  the  billa  were     CRowrBEft. 
due,  but  treated  Crowther  as  if  he  only  were  the  person 
bound  by  the  bills.    The  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
pUntiSs  upon  both  bills. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  last,  Ludlow,  Serjt.,  obtained  a 
rule  uisi  for  a  new  trial. 

F.  Pollock f  and  Joh^  Jervis  shewed  cause  against  the 
rule,  and  Ludtow,  Serjt.|  supported  it  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Bayley,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
This  was  an  action  by  the  indorsees,  against  the  draw- 
ers, upon  two  bills  of  exchange,  one  dated  18th  August, 
1828,  for  130/.  10s.  6c/.;  and  the  other,  dated  5th  Sep- 
tember,  1828,  for  45/.  lOs.  Crowther  suffered  judgment 
by  default.  The  defence  by  Combes  was — First,  that  the 
biUs  in  question  were  not  properly  partnership  bills,  that 
they  were  not  applied  to  any  partnership  purpose;  that 
Crowther  passed  them  away  in  fraud  of  the  partnership, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  took  them  under  circumstances 
from  which  they  ought  to  have  inferred  such  fraud.  And 
secondly,  that  Combes  was  a  secret  partner  only;  that  the 
plaintiffs  knew  nothing  of  Combes  f  and  that  it  was  not 
until  long  after  the  bills  were  dishonoured,  that  they  made 
any  inquiry  after  Combes,  and  that  they  continued  treat- 
ing with  Crowther  after  the  bills  became  due,  as  if  he,  and 
he  only,  were  the  person  whom  the  bills  bound.  Lloyd  v. 
Ashby  (6)  was  cited  upon  the  second  point,  and  we  have 

(a)  The  arguments  turned  prin-      dence,  and  are  therefi^re  omitted, 
cipally  upon  the  effect  of  the  evi-         {li)  2  C.  &  P.  138. 
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^''\^/'^^'  ®"*c®  ^^^^  referred  to  Ex  parte  Bolitho  (a);  but  Lloyd  V. 

y^^^^^^^J.^     Ashby  has  been  re-considered  by  the  Court  of  King's 
WiNTLB       Bench  (i);  and  in  Ex  parte  BoUthoy  a  joint  and  separate 

Crowther.  trade  was  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  same  individual , 
Isaac  Blackburn^  so  that  no  partnership  firm  was  pledged ; 
and  issues  were  directed^  whether  the  bills  he  drew  were 
drawn  for  the  separate  or  joint  business.  Notwithstand- 
ing these  casesj  we  are  of  opinion,  that  where  a  partner- 
ship naipe  is  pledged,  the  partnership,  of  whomsoever  it 
may  consist,  and  whether  the  partners  are  named  or  not, 
and  whether  they  are  known  or  secret  partners,  will  be 
bound,  unless  the  title  of  the  person  who  seeks  to  charge 
them  can  be  impeached. 

It  is  upon  the  first  point  only,  therefore,  that  we  have 
had  doubts.     The  evidence  upon  that  point  applies  chief- 
ly  to  the  first  bill.     Both  bills,  indeed,   are  drawn  by 
Crowther f  and  both  indorsed  by  him;  there  is  nothing 
upon  either  bill  to  shew  that  Combes  was  privy  to  its  ex- 
istence.     Between  January  and  April,  18S8,  Crowther 
contracted  a  separate  debt  with  the  plaintiffs  for  80/.,  and 
on  the   10th  May,  1828,  the  plaintiffs  drew  on  Crowther 
at  two  months,  for  40/.,  and  on  28th  June,  1828,  they 
drew  a  second  bill  upon  him,  for  38/.  8«.  &d.     The  first  of 
these  bills  became  due   13th  July,  1828,  and  was   dis- 
honoured.ll^On  the  18th  August,  1828,  (the  very  day  of 
the  date  of  the  first  of  the  bills  on  which  this  action  is 
brought),  Crowther  went  to  the  plaintiffs  with  the  bill  for 
130/.  \0s.  6£?*,^and  told  Gilbert,  the  plaintiffs'  servant, 
that  he  had  a  bill,  for  which  he  wanted  cash.     Gilbert 
shewed  him  in  to  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  went  to  his 
strong  box,  in  which  he  kept  his  cash  and  securities,  and 
from  which  he  gave  Crowther  something,  and  Crowther 
went  away.     Gilbert  then  saw  that  Mr.  Wintle  had  the 
bill,  but  what  he  had  given  for  it  he  did  not  know.     The 

(a)  1  Buck,  100.  V.  Athby,  10  B.  &  C.  288. 

(t)K.  B.  Hil.1831.    See   Vere 
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bilk  (6r  40/.  and  SSI.  Ss.  6d..  were  afterwards  in  the  pos*  Exeh.  0/  pieas, 

1831 
session  of  Crowther,  and  were  produced  by  Combes  at  the  > 

trial.  They  had  neither  of  them  any  receipt  upon  the  Wintlb 
back  of  them,  and  there  was  nothing  to  raise  a  presump-  crowthbr. 
tion  that  they  had  ever  been  presented  for  payment. 
The  probability,  thereforci  was,  that  they  were  given  up 
to  Crowther  on  the  18th  August ^  when  he  took  the  bill 
for  130/.  10^.  6c/.  to  Wintle;  and,  had  the  plaintiffs  insbt- 
ed  upon  retaining  their  verdict  for  these  two  sums  (a), 
40/.  and  SB/.  8s»  6</.,  I  should  have  thought  that  there 
ought  to  have  been  a  new  trial.  But,  as  these  sums  are 
given  up,  is  there  any  fair  ground  upon  which  we  can 
consider  the  verdict  as  wrong  for  the  residue?  There  is 
no  evidence  applicable  to  the  bill  for  45/.  lOs.,  and  there 
is  nothii^  to  impeach  die  transaction  upon  the  bill  for 
130L  10. 6dL,  except  this,  that  part  of  the  produce  was 
misapplied  to  Crawther's  private  debt,  and  that,  pro  tanto, 
there  was  a  fraud  upon  the  partnership.  But  does  it  fol- 
low that  the  fraud  went  beyond  those  two  sums?  and,  be- 
cause  there  was  a  partial  fraud  upon  one  bill,  does  it  fol-* 
low  that  there  was  a  fraud  upon  the  other?  I  do  not  say 
that  the  Jury  might  not  have  drawn  such  an  inference; 
but  can  we  say  that  they  ought?  One  Jury  did  draw  that 
inference:  the  Court  thought  they  went  too  fiir  in  doing 
80,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Court  was  right.  No  case 
goes  the  length  to  which  that  inference  would  lead.  In 
SUreffv.  Wilkes  (6),  Hope  v.  East  (c),  and  Green  v.  Dea- 
kin{d)f  the  private  debt  for  which  the  partnership  se- 
curity was  pledged  equalled  in  amount  the  security  given : 
the  transaction  was  blid  tn  toiQ  if  bad  at  all;  there  was 
no  distinction  between  one  part  and  another:  and- in  Rid^ 

m 

(a)  The  plaiDti&  consented  to         (6)  1  East,  48. 
reduce  the  verdict  by  deducting         (c)  Cited  1  East,  53. 
these  two  sums.  {d)  2  Stark.  347. 

VOL.  r.  z 
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^^\Xi^^'^''  '^y  ^'  ^^lftor{a),  the  partnership  security  was  adjudged 

to  be  enectually  given. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
crowther.     charged,  the  verdict  being  reduced  by  deducting  the  two 
sums  of  401.  and  38/.  8s.  6d. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  13  East,  175. 


Tratman  p.  Caruington. 
The  tenth  calf  in  C  ASE  against  the  defendant,  as  vicar  of  Berkeley,  for 

the  order  of  birth  "  "^ 

is  the  tithe  calf,    not  removing  tithe  calves  (a). 

of  birth  en  be         ^^  ^hc  trial  before  Park,  J.,  at  the  last  Gloucester  As^ 
■wertained.        gizes,  the  Only  question  was,  whether  the  tithe  had  been 

duly  set  out.  The  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  course  he 
had  pursued,  of  giving  the  defendant  notice  of  every  tenth 
calf  in  the  order  of  birth,  was  the  proper  course.  The  de- 
fendant insisted  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  an  average 
calf  out  of  the  ten,  and  that  the  calves  were  to  be  kept 
till  the  tenth  was  weaned,  that  he  might  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  seeing  that  he  got  a  fair  average  calf.  A  verdict 
passed  for  the  plaintiff;  but  the  learned  Judge  gave  the 
defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 


Curwood,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a  rale  ac- 
cordingly ;  against  which  cause  was  now  shewn  by — 


(a)  Besides  counts  on  the  mode 
of  tithing  at  common  law,  there 
were  counts  (and  evidence  was 
given  applicable  to  them)  on  a  spe- 
cial custom  of  tithing  in  the  pa- 
rish of  Berkeley;  but  as  the  cus- 
tom proceeded  on  the  order  of 
births,  exactly  the  same  question 
arose  at  common  law  and  on  the 
custom;  for  if  the  mode  of  setting 
out  the  titlie  was  bad  at  the  com- 


mon lawybr  the  reaumt  alleged,  the 
custom  could  not  have  been  sup* 
ported.  As  it  was  agreed  by  the 
counsel  on  both  sides  that  the  cus- 
tom made  no  dififtrence  in  this  case, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  did 
not  at  all  proceed  upon  the  custom, 
it  has  been  thought  proper  not  to 
incumber  the  report  with  any  state- 
ment of  the  pleadings  aad  evidence 
relative  to  the  special  custom. 
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Ludlow,  Serjt.— The  objection  is,  that  the  tithe  was  Ejteh.jrPUa9, 
not  properly  set  out.     There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  time     ^^^-v — ^ 
at  which  the  animals  are  titheable,  for  it  is  clearly  when      Tratman 
they  can  live  on  the  natural  food  of  the  mother:  but  the    Caaaington. 
mode  of  setting  out  the  tithe  is  the  matter  in  controversy. 
The  common  law  mode  of  tithing  calves  is  by  the  tenth 
calf  in  the  order  of  birth.     The  cases  which  were  cited  at 
the  trial,  and  will  probably  be  relied  upon  in  argument, 
are  inapplicable  to  this  question.      Welch  v.  UppiU{a) 
merely  shews  that  the  right  to  tithe  of  calves  and  lambs 
vests  when  the  animals  are  dropped,  but  that  they  are  not 
titheable  till  of  a  proper  age  to  be  weaned.  Knight  v.  Hal- 
sey{b),  and  HaUiwell  v.  Trappes  (c),  merely  decided  that 
the  parson  ought  to  have  the  opportunity  of  inspecting  pre- 
dial tithes;  and  the  right  of  the  parson  to  inspect  is  not 
founded  on  the  common  law,  but  is  given  by  the  statute 
2  &  3  Edw.  6,  s.  2,  which  only  applies  to  predial  tithes  (d). 

The  case  of  Bearblock  v.  Tyler  {e)  was  also  relied  up- 
on* In  that  case,  there  were  thirty  calves,  all  of  which 
were  sold  by  the  farmer  a  few  days  after  their  birth,  and 
a  tenth  of  the  sums  for  which  the  calves  were  sold  was  ten-  * 
dered  to  the  parson;  but  there  was  nothing  to  ascertain 
the  order  of  birth,  and  no  notice  appears  to  have  been 
given  to  the  parson.  With  respect  to  lambs,  which  are  all 
dropped  about  the  same  time,  the  rule  may  well  be,  that  the 
parson  shall  have  an  average  tenth  at  the  time  at  which 
they  are  titheable,  viz,  at  the  time  at  which  they  are  able 
to  live  without  their  mothers;  but  it  would  be  impossi- 

(a)  3  B.  Moore,  330;  1  B.  &  B.  ful  to  every  party  to  whom  any  of 

84 ;  3  £•&  Y.  963.  the  said  tithes  ought  to  be  paid,  or 

(6)  7  T.  R.  86.  his  deputy  or    servant,    to  view 

{jc)  2  Taunt.  55;  2  N.  R.  173.  and  see  their  said  tithes  to  be  justly 

(d)  Which  enacts,  ^  At  all  times  and  truly  set  forth  and  severed  from 

whensoever  and  as  the  said  predial  the  nine  parts,  &c.  &c.'* 

tithes  shall  be  due^  and  at  the  titli-         (e)  1  Jac.  560. 

iog  time  of  the  same,  it  be  law- 

z2 
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^«*i^ /*'«"»  ble  to  bold  that  calves  were  so  titheable,  because 
^.-..v — *  calves  are  dropped  at  diSerent  periods  of  the  year;  and 
TuATMAic      If  2IJ  QJ^g^  \^  Ve^t  untQ  the  whole  can  live  upon  the  na- 

Cakkikgtox.  tural  food  of  the  mother,  the  inconvenienoe  to  the  fanner, 
especially  in  a  dairy  country,  would  be  incalculable.  The 
absurdity  of  the  proposition  is  an  answer  to  the  argument; 
but  the  authorities  are  also  opposed  to  the  rule  contend- 
ed for.  Thus,  it  b  laid  down  that  the  tenth  calf  is  due  to 
the  parson  of  common  right,  to  be  taken  when  it  is  wean- 
ed, and  not  before  (a).  In  Com.  Dig*  Disme  {H.  6),  it  is 
said, "  By  another  canon,  incerii  temporis^  Agm^  viiuli,  pul- 
/i,  equini,  ei  alii  foetus  decimales,  decimentur  habtttUione 
ad  loca  ubi  nutriuniur  et  ariuntur."  Now,  to  decimate,  is  to 
tithe  or  select  a  tenth,  and  not  to  give  an  undivided  tenth 
in  every  ten  animals. 

Again,  Mr.  Eagle  {b)^  in  his  law  of  tithes,  says,  '*  As  to 
the  question  which  particular  calf  is  to  be  given  to  the 
parson  for  tithe,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that,  as  calves  are 
produced  at  different  times  of  the  year,  and  are  usually 
taken  from  the  cows  and  sold  from  time  to  time,  there  can 
be  no  opportunity,  as  there  is  in  the  case  of  Iambs,  of 
comparing  them  and  making  choice  of  a  calf  which  is  of 
an  average  quality  and  value;  and,  therefore,  as  it  seems, 
the  tenth  calf  is  to  be  paid  in  the  order  in  which  they  arc 
calved.  Indeed,  this  seems  to  be  the  regular  mode  of 
tithing  young  animals  in  general,  although,  for  obvious 
reasons,  it  cannot  be  adopted  in  rendering  the  tithes  of 
lambs  and  pigs."  And  in  a  note/rom  Rebuffus,  Qntsest.  6, 
29,  he  states  what  seems  to  have  been  the  rule  of  the  ca- 
non law  on  this  subject:  **  Decima  fcetus  in  ordine  nascendi^ 
cognoscitur,  ct  decimo  natus  debeiur,  si  vero  non  appareai 
quis  sit  dsdmus^  tunc  mediocris  prasietur.'^  The  rule, 
therefore,  is^  that,  if  the  tenth  be  known,  it  is  to  be  taken ; 


(n)  Gibs.  Cod.  708;  3  Bum*s  Ec         (6)  1  Eagk,  L.T.  369. 
clcs.  L.  498. 
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but,  if  that  cannot  be  ascertained,  then  an  average  animal  ExcK  of  Pieas, 
is  due.    The  parson  then  is  entitled,  not  to  an  undivided     v     '^     ^ 
tenth  part  of  the  ten  animals,  but  to  the  tenth  born ;  and      tratuan 
the  doctrine  of  average  only  applies  to  the  cases  where    carrinoton. 
the  order  of  birth  is  not  ascertainable.   Now,  the  common 
and  the  canon  law  are,  upon  this  subject,  for  the  most  part 
the  same;  for  it  is  laid  down,  Com,  Dig*  Disme  {H.  6),  that 
''  The  manner  of  payment  by  the  common  law  is  general- 
ly conformable  to  the  canon.   Semb.  Cro.  Ctsr^  408.*'    If 
so,  the  passage  from  Rebuffm  wouid  deride  this  question. 
In  other  cases,  likewise,  a  similar  rule  obtains;  of  milk,  the 
whole  meal  of  the  tenth  day  ift  doe  and  payable,  and  of 
Wool,  the  tenth  fleece^    In  these  cases,  the  parson  does 
not  have  the  tenth  of  each  meal  and  of  each  fleece,  but  the 
titheable  matter  being  capable  of  ascertainment,  he  has 
the  whole  meal  of  the  tenth  day,  and  the  whole  of  the 
tenth  fleece.     The  right  of  comparison  exists  only  where, 
from  the  nature  of  the  titheable  commodity,  an  average  is 
to  be  taken;  but  that  right  does  not  exist  where,  by  law 
or  custom,  the  particular  animal  is  defined. 

Curwood,  conir&» — There  is  no  case  which  precisely  de- 
cides the  point  in  question.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to 
have  recourse  to  the  common  law  principle  upon  which 
cases  as  to  the  mode  of  tithing  other  articles  have  been  de- 
cided, and  to  reason  by  analogy  from  those  cases.  The 
question  is,  whether  tlie  ealf  ought  to  be  ascertained  at  the 
time  of  birth,  or  at  the  time  of  setting  out.  The  modus  ex- 
ponendi  is  alone  in  dispute.  Now  the  mode  of  ascertaining 
the  tithe  calf  at  the  time  of  birth  is  bad  upon  the  princi- 
ples of  the  common  law,  because  it  has  a  direct  tendency 
to  fraud.  It  k  an  incitement  to  the  farmer  to  take  little 
or  no  care  of  the  parson's  calf  during  the  period  he  has  to 
keep  it  till  it  is  fit  to  be  separated  from  the  mother.  It 
would  naturally  lead  the  farmer  to  abstract  the  milk  on 
which  the  calf  ought,  during  that  time,  to  be  nurtured. 
And  the  parson  has  aright  to  have  the  opportunity  of  ascer- 


^^'  CASES  IN  THE  EXCIIEQUCR, 

^  ''1831^'*^*"'  taining  by  inspection  that  the  calf  set  out  for  him  has  beea 
^•*— v^^     fairly  dealt  with,  and  that  he  has  a  fair  average  calf.   Ten- 
Tratman      „ai,/  y^  Stubbing  {a).    He  had  this  right  at  common  law, 
Cahrinotost.    and  it  was  not  conferred,  as  was  said  by  the  statute  of 
Edw.  6,  which  only  extended  the  common  law  right  of  the 
parson  to  the  lay  impropriators  who  had  then  lately  be- 
come entitled  to  tithes.    Wilson  v.  The  Bishop  of  Car* 
lisle  (6). 

.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  the  principle  that  the 
tithe  'could  not  be  marked  out  or  designated  before  the 
time  of  setting  it  out  has  been  acted  upon.  Knig/U  v.  Hal- 
sey{c)  is  a  leading  case  upon  this  subject.  There  a  custom 
to  set  out  tithes  of  hops  by  the  tenth  row,  or  by  the  tenth 
hill  where  the  rows  were  unequal,  was  holden  bad,  be- 
cause it  might  lead  to  fraud ;  because  the  parson's  row  or 
bill  might  be  foreknown,  and  the  grower  might  be  induced 
to  manure  less,  or  otherwise  neglect  the  parson's  row  or 
hill.  So,  setting  out  by  the  tenth  ridge  of  corn,  beginning 
from  the  church  (cf ),  the  tenth  acre  of  wood  (^),  or  the 
tenth  apple-tree  (y*),  have  all  been  held  to  be  bad  modes 
of  tithing,  on  the  same  principle.  Now,  the  same  princi- 
ple applies  strongly  to  the  present  case,  for  the  more  the 
farmer  can  deprive  the  tithe  calf  of  its  susteuance,  the 
more  he  gains. 

With  respect  to  the  young  of  animals,  the  cases  are 
equally  at  variance  with  the  plaintiff's  proposition.  If  the 
tenth  bom  animal  was  the  parson's  by  right,  there  would 
be  some  case  to  that  effect,  and  the  modes  of  tithing  lambs 
in  particular  parishes,  as  by  passing  them  through  a  wicket 
and  the  like,  would  not  be  law  (jg).    The  tithe  of  Iambs  is 


(a)  3  Anst.  640 ;  2  £.  &  Y.  1438.  (e)  Knight  t.  Haitey. 7  T.  R.  86; 

(6)  1  Hob.  lor ;  1  E.  &  Y.  250.  2  B.&  P.  172 ;  2  E.  &  Y.  438. 

(c   7T.R.86;  2B.&P.  172;  2  (/)  5.  C.  2  B.ScP.205. 

£.  &  Y.  438.  (g)  3  Burn's  E.  L.  383.  No  |>ar. 

{(I)  SU'bbs  V.  Coodltkii,  1  Leon.  ticular  mode  of  tithing  lambs  is 

99{  Moor,  913;  1  £.  &  Y.93.  poiuted  out  by  the  common  law; 
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not  perfected  in  the  parson  until  the  Iambs  are  severable  Exch.  of  ruas, 
from  their  dams.   So,  with  respect  to  calves,  although  the  ^^L^ 

parson  has  an  inchoate  right  immediately  upon  llie  calf  be-      Tratmak 
ing  dropped,  that  right  is  not  perfected  until  the  period  carrikqton  , 
at  which  by  law  the  calves  are  titheable.  If  the  right  were 
perfected  when  the  calves  were  dropped,  and  they  should 
die  before  the  weaning  time,  the  parson  would  be  the  loser. 
But  there  is  no  sound  reason  for  a  distinction  between  the 
tithe  of  calves  and  lambs.  It  is  true  that  the  mode  contended 
for  may  embarrass  the  farmer  in  the  improved  state  of  farm 
husbandry;  but  this  is  no  ground  for  disturbing  the  law. 
This  and  the  other  difficulties  of  the  rule  did  not  escape 
the  observation  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  in  the  case  of  Bear- 
block  V.  Tyler  {a).     He  says,  "  When  these  thirty  calves 
were  bom,  the  tithe-owner  was  entitled  to  some  three  of 
them;  I  say  some  three,  because,  till  they  are  set  out,  he 
cannot  have  a  right  to  any  particular  ones;  but  he  has  a 
general  inchoate  right  to  three:  they  are  his  property,  and 
the  iarmer  is  bound  to  set  them  out  for  him ;  the  farmer 
cannot  sell  them;  for,  if  he  does,  he  sells  three  that  belong 
to  the  titbe-owner.'*    "  The  law,**  he  adds,  **  says  that  he 
(the  parson)  is  to  receive  the  animal  not  instanter  on  the 
birth,  but  when  it  can  reasonably  maintain  itself;*'  and  he 
proceeds,  "the  consequence  of  this  rule  may,  perhaps, 
sometimes  prove  troublesome,  and  occasion  inconvenience 
on  both  sides;  the  farmer,  if  he  is  desirous  to  sell,  must  make 
an  agreement  with  the  tithe-owner,  otherwise  they  must 
wait  the  period  at  which  the  one  is  bound  to  set  out  and 
the  other  to  take  the  tithe."    The  result  then  of  the  cases 
seems  to  be,  that  the  parson  is  entitled  to  a  fair  tenth  of  the 
subject  titheable  at  the  period  at  which  the  tithe  is  set 
out;  and  that,  in  order  to  ascertain  that  he  has  a  fair  aver- 


but  it  is  regulated  by  particular      gives  the  tithe-owner  the  full  tenth 
custom,  the  validity  of  the  custom      of  the  Iambs  in  number  and  value* 
depending  upon  this,  whether  it         (a)  1  Jac.  566. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  age,  be  has  a  right  to  view  the  balk  of  the  subject  tUhea- 

\^^^„^^J^^  ble.    A  mode  of  tUhiiig  whicb  may  lead,  or  p|^erate  as  ab 

TftATMAN  mducement,  to  Ir^ud  is  void,  aod  canoot  be  supported* 
«. 

Carbinoton. 

Cur.  ado.  vuU. 


Bayley,  B»,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
This  was  an  action  against  a  tithe-owner,  tbe  vicar  of 
Berkeley 9  for  not  taking  away  his  tithe  calves;  and  the 
only  question  was,  whether  they  were  duly  set  out 

The  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  tenth  calf  in  order  of 
birth  was  the  tithe  calf,  and  as  each  tenth  calf  wa^  dropped 
he  gave  the  defendant  notice. 

The  defendant  insisted  that  the  pbuntiff  was  to  keep  all 
his  calves  till  there  was  a  tenth,  in  order  that  the  defend* 
ant  might  have  an  opportunity  pf  s^ing  ^U  the  calves  to- 
gether; and  that  then  the  plaintiff  was  to  set  out  for  hun 
one  of  the  ten,  of  an  average  goodness  with  tbe  rest;  and 
he  relied  first  on  the  practice  of  tithing  hay  and  com,  &e*, 
where  the  whole  ten  parts  must  be  left  till  the  parson  may 
have  the  opportunity  of  seeing  whether  what  is  set  out  for 
him  as  the  tenth  is  really  a  tenth ;  and^  secondly,  upon  an 
expression  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  in  the  cose  otBearbloek 
V.  Tyler. 

Where  tithe  is  to  be  taken  of  what  constitutes  an  entire 
crop,  and  where  all  ten  parts  are  produced  at  the  same 
time,  and  prepared  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  aanie 
'  manner,  it  is  no  unreasonable  restraint  upon  the  farmer 
to  be  obliged  to  leave  his  nine  parts  upon  the  land  till 
the  tithe-owner  may  have  the  opportunity  of  seeing  the 
whole;  and  it  is  only  a  reasonable  security  for  his  being 
fairly  dealt  with  to  require  that  he  should. 

But  is  there  any  analogy  between  the  case  of  hay  and 
com,  and  that  of  calves  ?  Calves  may  be  dropped  at  dif- 
ferent periods  of  the  year,  and  there  may  be  a  very  long 
interval  between  the  earliest  and  tbe  latest.    If,  for  in- 
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Stance^  nine  are  dropped  in  Mmrch,  and  the  tenth  in  De-  BxcK  0/  Piea$, 
eember,  is  the  fa?iner  to  be  compiled  to  keep  the  nine  ^ 

tin  the  tenth  is  dropped  ?    Woi^dd  it  not  be  moat  nnrea*     Tratman 
socttble  that  he  abould?  Carringtoic. 

Again,  thonjigh  the  tithe  is  due.  the  momeiit  the  calf  is 
dropped,  the  fanntr  is  bound  to  keep  it  until  it  will  of  it« 
self  Kve  upon  whut  is  th^  natural  food  of  its  mother.  Is 
the  fiurmer  to  be  bound  to  keep  die  other  nine  in  the  same 
way?  He  may  wish  to  sell  his  nine  that  they  may  be 
suckled  by  (other  cows,,  or  he  may  wish  to  dry  nurse  his 
own.    Why  riioqld  he  be  restrained  from  so  doing? 

If  the  law  has  reotmined  him  he  must  submit;  but  when 
the  question  is^  whethev  the  law  has  or  has  not  restrained 
him,  the  ineonvenieneeo  which  would  result  from  the  re* 
strwit  ought  to  be  considered. 

We  mustj  therefore,  see  whether  the  law  has  restrain* 
ed  him.  Gibioth  ^09$  ^ajs,  the  tenth  calf  is  due  to  the 
parson  of  common  right;  and  Bum,  in  his  Ecclesiastical 
Lmm^  adopts  the  sitme  rule  from  Gibso».  Gibson  lays 
down  the  same  nde  wUh  respect  to  colts,  708. 

In  an  anonymous  case  in  Brownlow  %  Gauldsboraugh^s 
Reports,  lS6(a)»  dower  was  demanded  of  the  third  part  of 
the  tithes  of  wool  and  hunbs;  and  it  was  demanded  how 
the  Sheriff  should  deliver  seisin ;  and  the  Court  held  the 
best  way  was  to  deliver  the  third  of  the  tenth  of  the  wool, 
and  the  third  tentli  bmb,  that  is,  the  thii^tieth  kmb. 

In  an  anonymous  case  (6)  a  custom  was  alleged  as  to 
lambs,  (as  to  which  the  times  of  birth  are  nearer,  and  there 
is  likely  to  be  more  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  order  of 
birth),  that,  if  there  were  seven,  eight,  or  nine,  the  parson 
should  have  the  seventh,  eighth,  or  ninth  upon  certain 
terms;  and  if  there  were  ten,  the  parson  should  have 
the  tenth;  and  Berkeley  and  Jones,  Js.,  said,  the  canon 
law  was  so,  and  so  received  in  the  Spiritual  Court.    In 

(a)Mich.  9Jac.l.  (6)  Cro.  Car.  403. 
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Bxch,  of  Pleas,  Emste  V.  Watts  (a),  upon  a  bill  to  establish  moduses  and 
^  ^  '  ^  modes  of  tithing^  that  as  to  the  tithe  of  calves  was,  the 
Tkatman      vicar  to  have  every  tenth  calf  in  kind;  and  where  there 

Cakkinoton.  were  but  seven,  the  vicar  to  have  every  seventhj  paying  &c. ; 
and  this  mode  was  confirmed  and  established.  In  Brink* 
low  V.  Edmunds  {b),  a  custom  was  established,  by  which,  as 
there  alleged,  if  the  parishioner  had  ten  lambs,  the  tenth 
was  due  to  the  rector  on  St.  Mark's  day,  and  if  there  were 
seven,  eight,  or  nine>  then  he  was  to  have  one;  but  the 
authority  of  that  case  is  weakened  by  what  is  also  stated 
in  the  same  case,  that,  if  there  were  ten,  the  parishioner 
was  to  choose  two,  and  then  the  rector  was  to  choose  his. 
In  Bell  V.  Curson  (c),  a  custom  was  stated  for  the  inha- 
bitants, having  ten  calves,  to  pay  one,  and,  if  seven,  to  pay 
one.  So,  Gibson^  708,  states  a  custom  as  good,  where,  if 
there  be  seven,  the  parson  shall  have  one. 

The  reason  why  I  refer  to  these  customs  is,  to  shew 
that  the  payment  of  a  specific  calf  as  the  seventh, 
eighth,  or  ninth,  is  not  unreasonable;  for  the  ground 
insisted  on  -  by  Mr.  Cuncood  was,  that,  by  paying  a 
specific  calf  the  farmer  was  enabled  to  practise  fraud  on 
the  titbe-owher,  and  the  tithe-owner  was  liable  to  be  cheat- 
ed by  the  conduct  of  the  farmer.  These  modes  of  tithing, 
which  were  established  to  be  good,  are  instances  to  shew 
chat  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  such  a  manner  of 
setting  out  tithe.  ComynSf  in  his  Digest,  sets  out  a  pro- 
vincial canon,  anno,  1305,  as  to  lambs,  by  which,  if  there 
be  seven,  septimus  detur  reciori,  qui  ires  obolos  solvai  pa* 
rochiano;  si  rector  octavum  recipit,  del  denarium;  si  no- 
num,  det  obolum,  aut  expectet  ad  alium  annum  si  mcduerii, 
€t  tunc  habeat  secundum  aut  tertium  agnum  sequentis  an- 
ni  (c/);  but  this  part,  says  Comyns,  of  waiting  till  another 
year,  is  not  according  to  the  common  law,  which  requires 

(a)  Ilil.  4  W.  &  M, ;  1  Wood,         (c)  Ilil.  T.  8  W.  3;  1  Wood,  377. 
304.  (iQ  Com.  Dig.  Dismes,  (H.  6). 

ib)  BuDbury,  308. 


v. 
Carrinoton. 
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an  annual  payment  of  tithes.     It  should  seenii  therefore.  Each,  of  Pkas, 
that  Camynt  approved  of  the  residue  of  this  canon,  and     ^   ^^*  ^ 
considered  it  as  agreeing  with  the  common  law  of  Eng-      Tratman 
land. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Eagle^  in  his  Law  of  Tithes  (a),  refers  to 
a  passage  in  Rebuffus^  also  noticed  in  a  curious  reading 
upon  the  law  of  tithes  in  the  possession  of  my  brother 
BoUand.      This  passage  may,  perhaps,  reconcile  every 
thing  upon  this  subject:    '*  Deeima  foetus  in  ordine  nas- 
cendi  cognoscitur  et  dedmo  natus  debetur:  si  verb  non 
appareat  quis  sit  decimus,  tunc  mediocris  pnestetur,**    If 
you  know  which  is  the  tenth,  then  that  particular  ani* 
mat  belongs  to  the  parson,  but  if  the  tenth  cannot  be 
ascertained,  he  is  to  have  one  of  the  ordinary  quality* 
This,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  a  plain  intelligible  rule.     If 
the  order  in  which  they  are  bom  is  ascertained,  the  tenth, 
and  the  tenth  only,  is  the  parson's  right.     If,  from  the 
closeness  of  the  times  at  which  different  calves  or  other 
animals  are  dropped,  or  if,  from  other  causes,  it  cannot  be 
or  is  not  ascertained  which  was  the  tenth,  the  parson  shall 
have  neither  the  best  calf  nor  the  worst,  but  one  which 
may  fairly  be  deemed  an  average  calf.   And  this  may,  per- 
haps, reconcile  the  expressions  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer 
in  Bearblock  v.  Tyler  (6).    In  that  case  there  were  above 
thirty  calves,  and  there  was  nothing  to  shew  in  what  order 
they  were  bom.     There  was  no  notice  to  the  tithe-own- 
er to  specify  which  were  his;  and  all  were  sold  a  few 
days  after  their  birth.     Sir  Thomas  Plumer  might  well 
say,  under  these  circumstances,  that  the  tithe-owner  was 
entitled  to  some  three  of  them;  but  until  they  were  set 
out,  he  could  not  have  a  right  to  any  three  in  particular. 
Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  where 
the  order  of  birth  is  ascertained,  as  it  has  been  here,  and 
the  parson  is  immediately  apprised  which  is  his,  so  as  to 

(fl)  Vol.  1,  p.  370.    •  (6)  1  Jac.  566. 


sao 
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Tkatmas 


^^m/***^  renwvc  «B  sosincion  ot  onfiiiniess,  the  tenth  is  the  only 
calf  to  which  be  n  entided,  and,  consequently  diat  the 
present  action  is  maintainable  against  the  defendant  for  not 

Cabbixotok.  taking  it  away.  Let  it  also  be  remembered,  that,  if  what 
I  have  mentioned  be  the  rule,  and  the  farmer  chooses,  as 
he  may,  to  dry  nurse  the  other  nine,  the  parson  has  this 
benefit,  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  tithe-milk  so  soon  as  the 
calres  are  weaned. 

Rule  dischaiged. 


*A  notice  at  the 
foot  of  a  dcda* 
ration  in  ejecC- 
incnty  flcrrea 
oeiore  icnny 
which  omits  to 
state  the  tenn 
in  which  the 
tenant  is  to 
appear,  is  suffi- 
cient 


Dob  9.  Roe. 

\PN  motion  for  the  common  rule  for  judgment  against  the 
casual  ejector,  it  appeared  that  the  notice  at  the  foot  of 
the  declaration,  which  was  regularly  served  before  the 
term,  omitted  to  sperify  the  term  in  which  the  tenant 
was  to  appear. 

Bayley,  B. — ^The  notice  to  appear  generally,  where 
the  declaration  is  served  before  the  term,  cannot  mislead, 
and  is  a  sufficient  notice  to  appear  in  the  next  term. 


Common  rule  granted  (a). 


(a)  See  Doe  v.  Graves,  2  Chit.  Rep.  172. 
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Young  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Ireland  r.  Timmins     n      ^  *  • 

and  Another. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  &c.,  by  the  bank-  By  an  agree- 
nipt    Plea— General  issue,  with  notice  of  set-off  on  the  2IJ*!#"B'and 
promissory  note  stated  below.  C'  ^*  had  for 

,   _^  ,  KMue  time  past 

The  cause  was  referred,  by  order  of  Nis$  Pnus,  to  a  employed,  aod 
barrister,  who  ordered  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  de-  ^""^^^  l^^l 
fendants,  and  n>ade  a  special  award.  ing  the  ordcrt 

*  ^  i_      i_      i_  which  they  from 

A  promissory  note  for  300/.,  given  by  the  bankrupt  to  time  to  Ume  ra- 
the defendants,  the  agreement  set  out  below,  and  a  bond,  ^  reciting 
conditioned  for  the  performance  of  the  agreement,  were  *^],^,;,^',*"** 
annexed  to  the  award,  and  were  found  by  the  arbitrator,  quested  E.  f.  to 

fwn  i*  i«  enter  into  an 

The  agreement  was  as  follows:-^  agreement  to 

"  Memorandum  of  agreement,  made  and  entered  into  on  ^J^  *"^  ^^^^^ 
the  20th  day  of  January,  1826,  between  James  fVUUs  «>"•.  *nd  to  ex- 

•'  ^  -       -       .       .  •        t       *'^*®  ****  orders 

Timmins  and  Samuel  Timmins,  of  Btrmtngbam,  in  the  of  ^.  A  and  c. 
county  of  Warwick^  general  factors  and  copartners,  of  the  lecturing  and 
one  part ;  and  George  Ireland^  of  the  same  place,  work-  J^^JJ^J 
mg  brass  founder,  of  the  other  part: — Whereas,  the  said  bis  trade,  for 

®  »  .  r  the  said  A.  B. 

and  C  D,  aUmtf 
to  wliich  he  had  consented,  in  constdeimtion  of  his  past  employment,  and  also,  of  the  undertak- 
ing of  ^.  B.  and  r.D.  to  continue  to  employ  him  as  thtntofore; — A.  B,  and  C  /).  agreed  with  £. 
F.,  that  the  J  would,  during  the  joftnC  lives  ol*  themseWes  and  £.  /*.,  cootinua  to  employ  him  in  exe- 
cntmg  thdr  order  as  tkeretofire,  and  upon  the  like  or  other  usual  terms,  subject  nevertheless,  to 
the  provisoes  and  agreements  thereinafter  mentioned ;  and  S,  F,  agreed  with  A,  B,  and  C.  D.  that 
he  would,  during  the  Joint  lives  of  A,  B»  and  C  2>.,  work  for  and  execute  their  orders  for  them 
as  he  had  been  accustomed  in  his  trade  or  business,  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner,  and  at 
geoeral  aod  proper  prices  or  terms;  and  that  he  would  not  at  Any  time  work  for,  or  execute 
or  cause  to  be  executed,  the  orders  of  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  in  his  trade  or  business, 
without  the  consent  in  writing  of  A,  B,  and  C  D.,  which  consent  should  be  necessary  upon  every 
distinct  occasion,  and  should  contain  the  address  of  the  person  or  persons  for  whom  he  might  there- 
by be  permitted  to  be  employed,  and  also  the  specific  work  which  he  was  thereby  permitted  to 
perform :  but  it  was  provided  and  agreed,  that  in  case  A.  B.  and  C.  D,  should  at  any  time  be  de- 
sirous to  put  an  end  to  that  agreement,  and  should  give,  or  cause  to  be  given,  at  least  three 
months'  noiioe  io  writing  to  E,  F»,  the  agreement  should  be  considered  as  at  an  end  and 
determined :  provided  also,  that  in  case  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  should  at  any  time  have 
ocession  or  be  under  the  necessity,  by  reason  of  the  urgency  or  extent  of  orders,  or  tkomid 
otkerwUe  think  JU,  they  should  be  at  likierty  to  employ  any  other  person  or  persons  to  execute 
orders  for  them  in  the  trade  or  business  of  E,  F, ;  and  that,  without  thereby  releasing  E»  F.  from 
his  agreement  therein  contained,  of  cxelusively  working  for  the  said  A,  B,  and  C  D. ;  and  it  was 
provided  that  nothing  therein  contained  should  be  taken  to  restrain  or  prevent  £.  F.  from  execut- 
ing the  orders  of  any  person  or  persons  residing  in  the  city  of  Lomdon,  at  within  six  miles  thereof: 
— Held,  first,  that  this  sgreement,  being  in  partial  restraint  of  trade,  and  not  having  an  adv- 
quate  consideration  to  support  it,  was  void.— And  secondly,  that  a  promissory  note  given  by  E.  F.  to 
A.  B.  and  C.  D.  in  consideration  of  breaches  of  the  agreement,  in  working  for  other  persons,  was 
also  void,  and  could  not  be  set  off  by  A.  B,  and  C.  D.  in  an  action  against  them,  at  the  suit  of 
Uic  assignees  of  £.  F.  for  work  done. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  J,  W.  Ttmmtns  and  S.  TirnnaM  have  for  some  time  past 
1831. 
^  '   >     employed,  and  do  now  employ  the  said  G.  Ireland^  in  ex- 

YouNQ  ecuting  the  orders  which  they  have  from  time  to  time  re- 
TiMMiNs.  ceived  for  brass  foundry ;  and  whereas  the  said  J.  W,  J%m- 
mins  and  S.  Timmins  have  requested  the  said  G.  Ireland 
to  enter  into  such  agreement  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned,  to 
work  in  such  his  trade  or  business  aforesaid ,  and  to  exe- 
cute their  orders  by  manufacturing  and  making  goods  in 
the  way  of  his  trade,  for  the  said  J,  W.  Timmins  ^jid  S. 
Timmins  alone,  to  which  he  the  said  Oearge  Ireland  did 
consent,  in  consideration  of  such  his  past  employment,  and 
also  of  the  undertaking  of  the  said  «/•  W*  Timmins  and  S. 
Timmins,  to  continue  to  employ  him  the  said  G.  Ire- 
land as  heretofore.  Now  these  presents  witness,  that,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  for  carrying  the  same 
into  effect,  they  the  said  J.  W,  Timmins  and  S^  Tim- 
mins do  hereby  severally  and  respectively  agree  with 
the  said  G.  Ireland,  that  they,  the  said  cT.  fV.  Tim- 
mins and  S.  Timmins,  shall  and  will,  during  the  joint 
lives  of  themselves  and  the  said  G«  Ireland,  continue 
to  employ  the  said  G.  Ireland  in  executing  their  or- 
ders in  brass  foundry  as  heretofore,  and  upon  the  like 
or  other  Usual  terms,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  provi* 
soes  and  agreements  hereinafter  mentioned.  And  the 
said  G.  Ireland  does  hereby  agree  with  the  said  J. 
W.  Timmins  and  S.  Timmins,  in  manner  following  (that 
is  to  say),  that  he  the  said  G«  Ireland  shall  and  will, 
during  the  joint  lives  of  them  the  said  J.  W»  Timmins  and 
S,  Timmins  work  for  and  execute  the  orders  of  the 
said  J.  W»  Timmins,  and  S,  Timmins,  as  he  has  heretofore 
been  accustomed  to  do  in  his  said  trade  or  business  of  a 
brass  founder,  in  a  good  and  workmanUke  manner,  and  at 
general  and  proper  prices  or  terms ;  And  further,  that  be 
shall  not  nor  will  at  any  time  work  for  or  execute,  or  cause 
to  be  executed,  the  orders  of  any  person  or  persons  whom- 
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soeveri  in  such  his  trade  or  business  of  a  brass-founder  as  Each,  rf  PUaa, 

1831. 
aforesaid,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the.  said  J.  W. 

Timmins  and  S.  Timmins  first  obtained  for  that  purpose, 
and  which  consent  shall  be  necessary  upon  every  distinct 
occasion,  and  shall  contain  the  address  of  the  person  or 
persons  for  whom  he  may  thereby  be  permitted  to  be  so 
employed,  and  also  the  specific  work  which  he  is  thereby 
permitted  to  execute  or  perform:  Provided  always,  and 
it  is  hereby  declared  and  agreed  by  and  between  the  said 
parties  hereto,  that,  in  case  the  said  J.  W.  Timmins  and 
S.  Timmins  shall  be  at  any  time  minded  or  desirous  to  put 
an  end  to  this  agreement,  and  of  such  their  mind  or  desire 
shall  give,  or  cause  to  be  given,  at  least  three  months' 
notice  in  writing  to  the  said  G,  Ireland^  then  and  in 
that  case,  and  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  such  no- 
tice, this  agreement  shall  be  considered  as  at  an  end  and 
determined,  any  thing  hereinafter  contained  to  the  con- 
trary thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding*  Provided  also, 
and  it  is  hereby  further  agreed,  that,  in  case  they  the  said 
J.  W.  Timmins  and  S.  limimns  shall  at  any  time  have  oc- 
casion, or  be  under  the  necessity,  by  reason  of  the  urgency 
or  extent  of  orders,  or  shall  otherwise  think  fit,  they  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  employ  any  other  person  or  persons  to 
execute  orders  for  them  in  the  trade  or  business  of  a 
brass-founder,  any  thing  herein  contained  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding;  and  that,  without  thereby  releasing  the 
said  G.  Ireland  from  his  agreement  herein  contained,  of 
exclusively  working  for  the  said  J.  W.  Timmins  and  S* 
Timmins  :  And  provided  moreover,  and  it  is  hereby  lastly 
agreed,  that  nothing  herein  contained  be  taken  to  re- 
strain or  prevent  the  said  6.  Ireland  from  taking  or  exe- 
cuting the  orders  of  any  person  or  persons  residing  in  the 
city  of  London^  or  within  six  miles  thereof,  but  that  the 
said  G.  Ireland  shall  be  at  liberty  to  solicit  and  get  up 
the  orders  of  any.  such  person  so  residing  as  aforesaid. 
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^^^^J^^*  in  the  same  OMiHier  as  he  wouU  in  case  these  articles  of 

agreement  had  not  been  entered  into»  any  thing  herein 
contained  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notwith- 
standing." 

l^he  award  then  stated,  ''  touching  the  effect  of  the 
said  agreement  upon  the  mode  of  dealing  between  the 
said  bankrupt,  and  the  said  defendants,  that,  if  the  said 
bankrupt,  G.  Ireland^  had  continued  to  trade  with  the 
said  defendanta  upon  the  terms  upon  which  these  par- 
ties originally  dealt,  without  those  terms  being  altered  by 
the  said  agreement,  there  would,  upon  the  account  at  the 
close  of  it,  have  been  due  from  the  said  defendants  to  the 
bankrupt,  the  sum  of  52L  9a.  Si(L ;  and  thi^,  if  the  said 
bankrupt  and  the  said  defendants  were  to  be  considered 
as  trading  after  the  execution  of  the  said  agreement  and 
not  upon  the  terms  upon  which  they  originaUy  dealt,  but 
on  the  usual  terms  of  the  trade,  there  then  would  have 
been  due  upon  the  account  at  the  close  of  it,  from  the 
sidd  defendants  to  the  said  bankrupt,  the  suin  of  IR  lOs. 
7id.s  and  that  the  said  pronuasoty  note  was  given  inde- 
pendently of  the  accQunt,  and  in  consideration  of  breaches 
of  the  said  agseementy  coaaoditted  by  the  said  G.  Ire- 
land  before  his  bankruptcy,  in  working  for  several  indivi- 
duals  in  manner  as  prohibited  by  the  said  agreement^  and 
that  several  instances  of  such  breaches  in  working  for  cus* 
tomers  of  the  defendants,  in  manner  as  prohibited  by  the 
said  agreement,  were  proved  before  the  said  arbitrator." 
A  rule  nUii$aa  obtained  last  MiciaelmasTeTm,  by  Wad- 
dingtoHy  to  set  aside  this  award,  and  enter  a  verdict  for 
the  plaifitiflb,  agaiass  which  cause  was  now  shewn  by — 

The  AUarney^-Qmierali  Gauttnm^  Serjt.,  and  HiU* — 
The  introductory  part  of  tins  agreement  states,  that  the 
bankrupt  bad  been  previously  employed  by  the  defend* 
ants ;  he  must  therefore  have  been  fully  aware  of  the  na* 
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tiire,  extent,  and  value  of  their  employment,  and  such  em-  ^^''- jj^j*^^**' 
ployment  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  restraint  in 
question.  It  is  clear,  from  the  agreement,  that  the  de- 
fendants were  to  furnish  reasonable  employment.  But 
the  present  is  not  within  the  class  of  cases  as  to  restraint 
of  trade,  either  general  or  partial.  It  is  on  the  con- 
trary in  furtherance  of  trade.  These  parties  were  not 
rivals  in  trade,  but  the  interest  of  each  was  concurrent. 
The  bankrupt  was  to  employ  his  talents  for  the  benefit  of 
the  public,  through  these  defendants,  who  were  factors; 
and  it  was  for  the  interest  of  both  parties  that  the  trade 
should  be  carried  on  to  the  greatest  possible  extent.  If 
an  agreement,  by  a  servant  or  agent,  of  this  nature,  to  work 
for  one  employer  only,  were  invalid,  it  would  be  difficult 
to  say  how  the  common  contracts  of  hiring  and  service, 
which,  to  confer  a  settlement,  must  always  exclude  the 
working  for  any , body  else,  can  be  supported;  but  in  all 
the  settlement  cases  which  have  been  decided  on  such 
contracts,  it  has  never  been  supposed  that  they  were  void 
as  being  in  restraint  of  trade,  or  against  public  policy. 

But  if  this  agreement  be  construed  to  be  in  any  degree 
in  restraint  of  trade,  it  is  merely  a  restraint  within  certain  li- 
mits. It  can  hardly  be  said,  that  the  exception  of  the  me- 
tropolis is  colourable,  and,  at  all  events,  the  arbitrator  not 
having  found  that  fact,  it  cannot  now  be  assumed.  The 
question,  whether  such  exception  is  or  is  not  colourable, 
is  one  which  may  be  ascertained;  but  when  such  excep- 
tion is  bond  Jide,  it  is  impossible  for  the  Court  to  decide, 
on  the  ground  of  the  limits  being  reasonable  or  unreason- 
able. How  can  the  Court  ascertain  this  ?  Would  it  be  said, 
that  an  exception  of  one  or  two  counties  is  unreasonable, 
but  one  of  three  or  four  reasonable.  The  impossibility 
of  drawing  any  such  line  shews  that  the  only  question 
which  can  be  raised  as  to  the  extent  of  the  exception  is, 
whether  it  be  colourable  or  not. 

According  to  the  fair  construction  of  the  whole  of  the 

VOL.  I.  A  A 
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^'^\m^'"*  instrument  taken  together,  the  liberty  of  the  defendants  to 

.employ  other  persons  must  depend  on  the  necessity  and 
urgency  of  orders.  They  had  agreed  to  employ  Ireiand 
as  theretofore,  and,  coupling  that  stipulation  with  the  liber- 
ty of  employing  others,  it  means  that  they  must  stiU  em- 
ploy him,  but  that,  under  pressure  or  urgency  of  orders, 
they  might  also  employ  others. 

[Bajfley,  B. — Suppose  that  Ireland  had  sued  them  for 
not  employing  htm,  would  not  his  complaint  b^  answered 
by  their  saying  that  they  thought  fit  to  employ  others  ?] 

No,  for  by  the  previous  part  of  the  agreement,  they 
were  bound  to  employ  him  according  to  the  prior  employ- 
ment, and  in  the  same  mode  as  theretofore.  The  words 
*'  or  should  otherwise  think  fit,"  must  be  construed  by  re- 
ference to  the  other  parts  of  the  instrument;  hs,  in  con- 
struing an  act  of  Parliament,  general  words  at  the  end  of 
a  clause  are  frequently  held  to  be  restrained  by  refer- 
ence to  the  preceding  parts.  In  the  act  for  the  better  ob- 
servance of  the  Lord's  day  (a),  fur  instance,  the  general 
words  "  or  other  person  whatsoever,**  have  been  constru- 
ed to  be  restrained  by  the  particular  preceding  enumera- 
tion, and  only  to  include  persons  ejusdem  generis,  and 
not  to  apply  to  trades  which  have  been  introduced  since 
the  statute. 

The  principle  to  be  collected  from  the  cases  of  Miichett 
V.  Reynolds  (A),  Chesman  v.  Nainby  (c),  Bunn  v.  Guy  {d), 
Davis  V.  Mason  (e),  Horner  y,  Asl^fordif),  and  Widens  y. 
Evans  (g),  seems  to  be,  that,  though  for  a  partial  restraint 
of  trade  there  must  be  some  consideration,  yetthe  Courts 
cannot  enter  narrowly  into  the  extent  of  such  considera- 
tion. In  Davis  v.  Mason,  Lord  Kenyan  says,  'M  do  not 
see  that  the  limits  are  necessarily  unreasonable,  nor  do  I 

(a)  29  Car.  2,  c.  7.  (rf)  4  East,  1 90. 

(^)l  P.  Wms.   181;  10  Mod.  (e)5T.  R.  118. 

130.  tf)  3  King  322. 

(c)    2  Stra.    739,    Ld.   Raym,  (g)  3  Y.  &  J.  318. 
1456,  Bro.  Pail.  Cas.  349. 
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know  how  to  draw  the  line."    In  the  present  case  there  is  ^^*-  J^C''^*- 
surely  some  consideration;  and,  considering  the  nature  of    v*— ^.,^— / 
the  trade,  the  limits  do  not  seem  more  unreasonable  than        Vojng 
in  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Mason,  and  many  of  the  other      Timmins. 
cases  which  have  been  cited  on  this  subject. 

Biity  secondly f  it  remains  to  be  seen,  how  far  the  promis- 
sory note  is  affected.  Does  it  follow,  even  if  the  agreement 
were  void,  that,  the  parties  having  had  differences,  and  hav- 
ing made  a  settlement,  and  ascertained  the  sum  which  was 
due,  and  that  sum  being  secured  by  a  promissory  note, 
the  defendants  cannot  recover  on  such  promissory  note,  or 
rather  cannot  retain  on  such  note  ?  for  the  present  remedy 
they  seek  on  the  note  is  in  the  nature  of  a  retainer,  rather 
than  of  a  recovery.     It  makes  a  considerable  difference  in 
such  case,  that  the  parties  seek  to  set  off  or  retain,  and 
are  defendants,  and  not  suing  upon  the  note.    This  case 
is  much  stronger  for  the  defendants  than  the  mere  settle- 
ment of  an  account.    In  Skyting  v.  Greenwood  {a\  and  in 
Shaw  V.  Picton  (6),  it  was  held,  that  a  settlement  of  the  ac- 
counts was  binding  upon  the  parties.     A  doubtful  right 
has  always  been  held  a  good  consideration.     The  ques- 
tion in  the  present  case  must  at  least  be  admitted  to  be 
doubtful.   Then,  if  parties  meet  and  make  a  settlement  of 
a  doubtful  right,  such  settlement  must  be  binding,  or  else 
parties  must  always  bring  such  points  before  a  Court  of 
law  for  its  adjudication.     There  is  also  a  good  moral  con- 
sideration for  this  promissory  note ;  for  the  defendants  had 
always  performed  their  part  of  the  agreement,  and  Ire* 
land  had  broken  his.     He  was  therefore  morally  bound; 
and  a  moral  obligation  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  sup- 
port an  assumpsit 

Adams,  Seijt.,  and  Waddingion,  contra, — Agreements 

(«)  4  B.  &  C.  281;  6  D.  &  R.      201;  and  nee  Shaw  v.  Dartnellf  6 
401 ;  1  C.  &  P.  517,  5.  C.  B.  &  C.  56;  9  D.  fc  R.  54,  &  l\ 

(6;  4B.  &  C.  715;  7D.  &R. 
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Exck.  of  PUas,  in  restraint  of  trade  are  prima  facie  void  and  illegal; 

MitcheU  v.  Reynolds  {a) -^  and  it  lies  on  the  party  setting 
them  up  to  shew  an  adequate  consideration.  To  sup- 
port a  restraint  of  this  nature,  the  restraint  must  be  par- 
tial, the  consideration  must  be  adequate,  the  agreement 
must  be  mutual,  and  the  obligation  must  be  co- exten- 
sive. In  the  present  case  the  restraint  is  general,  and  the 
exception  of  London  is  merely  colourable.  There  was 
no  adequate  consideration.  The  agreement  was  unilate- 
ral: the  bankrupt  gained  nothing  by  it.  In  Gale  v. 
Reed  (6),  the  party  restrained  had  a  stipulated  benefit 
for  the  restraint,  but  there  is  no  co-extensive  or  mutual 
obligation  in  the  present  case.  Gale  v.  Reed,  which  was 
the  case  of  a  workman,  a  rope-maker,  employed  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  the  present  case,  disposes  of  the  al- 
leged distinction  between  the  common  case  of  a  restraint 
of  trade,  and  of  a  manufacturer  being  restrained  to  work 
for  particular  persons.  In  that  case  it  was  not  doubted 
but  that  the  agreement  would  have  been  void  as  in 
restraint  of  trade,  if  it  had  not  been  supported  by  an  ade- 
quate consideration*  The  past  services  could  be  no 
good  consideration  for  the  restraint  in  question,  and  it  is 
manifestly  unjust  and  unreasonable  that  Ireland  had  not, 
as  well  as  the  defendants,  the  means  of  determining  the 
agreement. 

The  true  distinction  in  cases  of  this  nature  is, ''  between 
contracts  with  and  without  consideration ;  and  wherever  a 
sufficient  consideration  appears  to  make  it  a  proper  and 
useful  contract,  and  such  as  cannot  be  set  aside  without 
injury  to  a  fair  contractor,  it  ought  to  be  maintained."  So, 
in  Wickens  v.  Evans  (c),  Mr.  Baron  Vaughan  observes, 
''  this  is  an  honest  and  upright  contract,  which  has  been 
the  question  in  all  the  cases."  It  is  impossible  to  say  that 
this  contract  was  honest,  fair,  or  reciprocal.    It  is  clear,  in 

(a)  1  P.  Wms.  196.  (6)  8  East,  80.  (e)  3  Y.  &  J.  330. 
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this  case,  that /re/anefy  in  point  of  fact,  was  not  adequately  EmH.  qf  PUat, 
furnished  with  work  by  the  defendants,  for  it  is  not  said  ^ 

that  he  did  not  execute  their  orders ;  and  the  breaches        Youno 
of  which  they  complain,  namely,  his  executing  the  orders      Timmimi. 
of  others,  shew  that  he  was  not  adequately  employed  by 
them.     But  the  bankrupt  could  have  had  no  possible 
legal  remedy  on  this  agreement,  if  not  furnished  with  ade- 
quate employment  by  the  defendants.    The  proviso  would 
have  been  a  clear  answer  to  any  action  by  him  against  the 
defendants  for  not  employing  him  sufficiently. 

[On  the  point  as  to  the  promissory  note,  the  Counsel  for 
the  plaintiffs  were  stopped  by  the  Court]. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
agreement  cannot  be  supported.  Where  one  party  agrees 
with  another  to  employ  him,  and  the  latter  agrees  not  to 
work  for  any  third  person,  such  agreement  is  a  partial  re- 
straint of  trade,  and  must  be  supported  by  an  adequate 
consideration.  The  question  then,  in  the  present  case,  is, 
whether  there  is  an  adequate  consideration  for  the  stipu- 
lations in  this  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt. 
The  terms  are,  that  Messrs.  Tlmmins  should  employ  /re- 
land  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  as  heretofore.  Supposing 
their  business  to  decline,  in  what  situation  does  Ireland 
stand?  He  is  not  allowed  to  solicit  orders  for  himself,  and 
they  may  not  have  sufficient  business  to  employ  him.  He 
must  therefore  remain  idle.  But  further,  they  are  to  em- 
ploy him  as  "  heretofore,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  pro- 
visions and  agreements  hereinaf^r  mentioned.*'  Amongst 
others,  that  they  should  be  at  liberty  to  employ  any  other 
person  or  persons  without  thereby  releasing  him  from  hiff 
agreement  of  exclusively  working  for  them.  It  does  ap- 
pear to  me  that  this,  coupled  with  the  other  clauses,^ 
places  Ireland  entirely  at  the  mercy  of  the  Messrs.  Tim- 
min9t  and  that  there  is  no  adequate  consideration  for  this 
agreement  to  work  exclusively  for  tbe  defendants. 
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Rtrk.  ^  PbtiUt      On  the  second  point  I  entertain  no  doubt.  If  the  agiee- 

ment  fails,  the  consideration  of  the  note  fails  also.  As  to 
the  third  point,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
repudiate  the  agreement,  and  at  the  same  time  have  the 
benefit  of  it.  They  must,  therefore,  recover,  according  U> 
the  usual  terms  of  the  trade,  and  not  take  a'dvantage  of 
tl)e  larger  terms  to  which  Ireland  was  entitled  under  the 
i^greement. 

Bayley,  B* — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  sufficient 
consideration  to  support  thia  agreement,  though  only  in 
partial  restraint  of  trade*  The  agreement  is,  not  to  work 
for  any  other  person,  without  the  specific  consent  in  writing 
q{  the  defendants,  to  be  obtained  on  every  occasion,  with 
the  exception  of  persons  residing  in  London,  or  within  six 
Viiles  thereof*  The  restraint  in  this  case,,  from  the  na« 
ture  of  the  business  carried  on,  was  a  restraint  not  only  of 
the  party's  own  exertions  in  trade,  but  of  the  numerous 
workmen  whom  a  tradesman  of  this  description  must  ne^ 
cessarily  employ.  The  restraint,  is  prejudicial  to  the  in* 
dividual  restrained,  and  to  the  rights  of  the  public;  for 
every  man  has  a  right  to  the  fruits  of  his  own  unrestricted 
exertions,  and  the  public  have  a  right  to  the  benefit  which 
they  may  derive  from  such  exertions.  We  are,  therefore, 
to  aee  whether  there  is  any  adequate  consideration  for 
the  restraint  in  question.  The  bankrupt  was  restrained 
from  working  for  any  person  other  than  the  defendants, 
except  in  London,  or  by  their  permission,  and  they  are  at 
liberty  to  judge  whether  they  will  grant  such  permission 
or  not.  Now,  is  there  any  reasonable  consideration  for 
Ireland's  being  restrained  in  this  manner?  If  I  could 
find  in  this  agreement  any  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  to  furnish  Ireland  with  an  adequate  quantity 
of  work,  I  should  say  that  there  was  an  adequate  eonsi* 
deration;  but  if  there  is  nothing  in  this  agreement  to  oblige 
them  to  furnish  an  adequate  quantity  of  work,  and  especi- 
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ally  if  it  appear  probablci  from  the  nature  of  the  instru-  Ejteh.o/ Pkat, 
ment,  that  it  may  happen  that  Ireland  might  be  left  with- 
out sufficient  employment  by  the  defendants,  then  the  con- 
sideration in  this  case  fails. 

It  was  well  put  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  pro- 
per test  for  trying  the  present  question  is,  by  considering 
whether  Ireland,  not  having  sufficient  employment  from 
the  defendants,  could  maintain  an  action  against  them  for 
not  furnishing  him  with  work.  If  he  could  maintain  such 
action  9  I  should  think  that  there  was  an  adequate  consi- 
deration for  this  restraint ;  if  he  could  not,  I  should  think 
the  consideration  not  adequate. 

It  appears  from  the  recital,  that  Ireland  was  employed 
to  execute  the  orders  which  the  defendants  received  for 
brass  foundry,  and  he  agrees  to  manufacture  for  them 
alone*  It  manifestly  appears  that  the  bankrupt's  employ- 
ment was  to  depend  upon  the  orders  which  the  Messrs. 
Tlmmins  should  from  time  to  time  re<!bive.  If  they  re- 
ceived no  orders  how  was  he  to  be  employed  ?  He  could 
solicit  no  orders  in  his  own  neighbourhood  without  the 
defendants'  consent,  which  they  were  at  liberty  to  with- 
hold. 

But  the  defendants  do  not  stipulate,  that  they  are  to 
employ  the  bankrupt  on  all  the  orders  which  they  receive; 
ibr  they  are  to  be  at  large ;  they  are  at  liberty  to  employ 
any  other  person  or  persons  by  reason  of  the  urgency  or 
extent  of  orders,  or  if  they  should  otherwise  think  Jit. 
Even  the  liberty  to  employ  others  might  greatly  interfere 
with  IrelandTs  employment;  for,  if  they  received  orders 
which  would  have  kept  him  in  employment  for  a  month, 
by  such  orders  being  distributed  to  him  and  others,  he 
might  only  be  employed  for  a  few  days.  But  further,  the 
defendants  are  to  be  at  liberty,  not  only  if  occasion  should 
require,  but  if  they  should  otherwise  think  fit;  so  that 
their  liberty  is  not  confined  to  an  urgency  of  orders,  but 
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Sxeh.^PkM,  is  to  be  exercised  as  they  think  fit.  Suppose  the  defend- 
ants had  found  some  other  workman,  and  had  thought  fit 
to  withdraw  their  work  from  the  plaintiffi  and  give  it  to 
the  other  workman,  what  a  situation  the  plaintiff  would 
have  been  in.  If  the  plaintiff  were  out  of  employment  for 
six  months,  could  he  hare  maintained  any  action?  The  first 
answer  would  have  been,  we  have  had  no  orders  to  be 
executed.  The  second  answer  might  be,  we  bare  em- 
ployed other  persons  as  we  thought  fit.  There  is  certainly 
the  expression,  "  as  heretofore  ;**  but,  at  all  events,  the  ex- 
tent of  the  employment  was  confined  of  necessity  to  the 
orders  to  be  received  by  the  defendants;  and,  1  am 
therefore  of  opinion,  that  this  is  a  partial  restraint  of 
trade,  but  that  there  is  no  adequate  consideration,  so  as 
to  give  the  defendants  a  right  to  insist  on  the  set  off  in 
question. 

The  next  point  is — whether,  giving  the  note  for  the 
amount  of  the  br^Aiches  of  the  agreement  was  conclusive, 
and  enforced  Ireland  to  submit.  I  quite  agree  that  a 
promissory  note  imports  a  consideration  primd  facie,  but 
I  cannot  agree  that  it  is  equivalent  to  payment.  1  think, 
that  when  the  payee  is  called  on  to  make  payment  con- 
trary to  public  policy,  he  is  not  obliged  to  pay,  but  that 
he  is  at  liberty  to  prove  the  facts  which  shew  that  such 
payment  ought  not  to  be  made.  I  am  therefore  of  opin- 
ion, on  the  second  point,  that  the  consideration  of  thi& 
note  was  sufficiently  impeached,  and  therefore,  that  the 
defendants  could  n6t  set  it  off  in  this  action. 

The  remaining  question  is,  what  is  the  amount  to  be  re- 
covered. The  arbitrator  has  found,  that,  if  the  dealings 
had  continued  on  the  terms  upon  which  these  parties  origin- 
ally dealt,  there  would  have  been  due  52L  9s*  8cf.,  but  we 
do  not  know  what  those  terms  were.  They  may  have  been 
higher  on  account  of  an  exclusive  employment.  It  is  im- 
possible to  say  why  they  receded  from  those  terms  ^  it 
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may  be  conjectured  that  they  receded  from  them  on  the  Bxek.  of  PUos, 

terms  of  the  new  agreement.    If  the  assignees  repudiate 

the  agreement,  why  should  the  parties  be  deemed  to  have 

been  dealing  on  the  old  terms?    We  cannot  know  that 

they  would  have  continued  to  deal  on  those  terms.   What 

terms  then  can  we  say  that  these  parties  were  dealing  on» 

except  the  usual  terms  of  the  trade?   Those  terms  entitle 

the  present  plaintiffs  to  recover  11/.  I0s»  Id. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems  to 
me  that  there  is  no  difficulty  in  applying  the  law  the  mo« 
ment  we  have  ascertained  the  facts.  Mitchell  v.  Rey^ 
nolds  (a),  and  Chesman  v.  Nainby  {b\  are  the  leading  cases 
on  this  subject,  and  the  principles  of  the  law  are  there 
laid  down  in  a  manner  that  cannot  be  mistaken.  It  is 
clear,  that  a  general  restraint  of  trade  is  void ;  it  is  equally 
cl;^ar,  that  a  partial  restraint  of  trade  may  be  good  or  may 
be  bad,  and  that  the  question  whether  it  is  good  or  bad 
depends  on  the  adequacy  of  the  consideration.  From  the 
end  of  the  case  of  Mitchell  v.  Reynolds,  it  appears  that  the 
Courts  will  consider  whether  the  restraint  of  trade  is  fair 
and  reasonable  under  the  circumstances;  and  that  must 
be  collected  from  the  particular  instrument.  Upon  the 
whole  of  the  agreement  now  before  the  Court,  it  appears 
to  me,  that  the  present  is  a  partial  restraint  of  tradcj  and 
that  there  is  no  adequate  consideration  for  such  restraint 
of  trade.  The  defendants  are  to  employ  Ireland  **  as 
heretofore,'*  subject  to  the  proviso  which  has  been  stated. 
The  Messrs.  Timmins  might,  under  this  proviso,  deter- 
mine the  employment;  but  there  is  no  reciprocal  power  of 
determining  the  agreement  on  the  part  o{  Ireland;  and 
the  agreement  is,  on  this  point,  manifestly  unjust.  Either 
from  the  urgency  of  orders,  or  as  they  might  otherwise 
think  fit,  the  defendants  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  employ 

(a)  1  P.  Wms.  181;    10  Mod.  (()  2Stra.739;  S.  C  Ld.Rayii^. 

1 30.  1 456 ;  Bro.  ParL  Gas.  349. 
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Sxck.  of  Pleat,  Other  persons,  and  that  without  releasing  the  plaintiff  from 

his  agreement  to  work  for  them  exclusively.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  read  this  instrument  without  seeing  that  it  leaves 
Ireland  completely  at  the  mercy  of  the  defendants.  It  is 
clearly  unjust  that  they  should  be  left  at  liberty  to  employ 
other  persons  without  any  reciprocal  liberty  to  Ireland. 
The  restraint  is,  therefore,  void;  and,  if  that  be  void,  then 
the  promissory  note  which  was  taken  to  secure  the  dama- 
ges for  the  breaches  of  this  void  agreement  must  be  also 
void.  The  plaintiffs  cannot,  however,  repudiate  this 
agreement,  and  take  the  benefit  of  it;  and  they  are, 
therefore,  entitled  only  to  recover  the  smaller  of  the  two 
sums. 

BoLLAND,  B. — This  is  an  agreement  between  persons  in 
the  situation  of  factors,  and  another  person  who  was  a 
workman ;  and  the  stipulation  was,  that  the  latter  should 
work  for  the  former  exclusively,  within  certain  Kmits. 
They  claim  a  large  right  over  this  person ;  and  I  am  of 
opinion,  that,  to  maintain  such  a  restraint,  there  ought  to 
be  a  mutuality  between  the  parties.  Where  the  work  is 
merely  dependent  on  the  personal  skill  of  one  person,  and 
the  restraint  can  only  operate  to  the  loss  of  that  one  per- 
son, such  restraint  is  not  so  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of 
the  public;  but,  where  the  person  restrained  is  in  the  si- 
tuation of  a  manufacturer  of  this  description,  who  must 
necessarily  keep  a  number  of  men  in  his  employment,  to 
be  put  on  any  work  in  which  he  should  be  employed,  it 
becomes  a  much  more  material  question  as  affecting  the 
interests  of  the  public.  See  what  the  defendants  could 
call  upon  Ireland  to  do  under  this  agreement.  They 
may  call  upon  him  to  keep  his  factory  always  ready,  and 
to  have  workmen  also  ready  to  be  put  on  at  any  time, 
though  he  may  have  had  no  employment  from  them  for  a 
long  period  before.  Then,  the  defendants  do  not  stipu- 
late to  give  Ireland  all  their  work;  and  it  was  put  proper- 
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ly  at  the  bar  that  the  words  of  the  proviso  would  have  fur-  ^ch.  of  Pieas, 
nished  an  answer  to  an  action  by  Ireland  against  the  de- 
fendants for  not  supplying  him  with  work.     Another  part 
of  the  agreement  is  material ;  it  doea  not  bind  Ireland 
merely  whilst  in  trade,  but  it  seems  to  bind  him  for  life. 
They  have,  therefore,  the  power  of  compelling  Ireland  to 
continue  the  trade  in  question.     He  could  not  say,  under 
the  stipulations  of  this  agreement,  I  am  leaving  Birming- 
ham,  or,  I  am  retiring  from  trade ;  so  that  he  was  obliged 
all  his  life  to  continue  his  trade  in  Birmingham,     Upon 
these  grounds,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  agreement 
cannot  be  supported,  and  I  am  equally  clear  tbajt  the  note 
cannot  be  supported.    A  note  is  only  a  promise  to  pay. 
It  is  not  payment.    After  payment,  it  is  true  that  the  ac* 
count  cannot  be  ripped  up^  but,  unless  a  note  get  into  the 
hands  of  a  third  person,  it  is  clear  that  the  consideratioit 
may  be  gone  into. 

Verdict  entered  for  plaintiffs  for  11/.  10#.  T|«t 


Elkins,  one  of  the  Side  Clerks,  &c.,  in  the  OfBce  of  Pleas, 
and  Another,  9.  Harding,  Gent.,  &c. 

I  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  plain*  a  clerk  (n 
tiffs,  one  of  whom  was  a  side  clerk  of  this  Court,  and  the  Exekequer,  sa« 
other,  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  an  attorney  of  the  ^n  noc^ntided 
Court  of  King*  s  Bench,  to  recover  a  debt  due  from  the  de«  ^  Bxi^equer 

^      %  <*i«r-«nt  %  privilege,  by  c«- 

fendant,  an  attorney  of  the  K$ng  s  Bench,  and  not  an  attor-  ^mu  of  priTiiege, 
ney  of  this  Court,  for  business  done  for  the  defendant  in ,  ^^jS!!^/ 
the  Court  of  Exchequer.    At  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  reco-  ^^;  ^<^  not 
▼ered  the  sum  of  2L  Is.  lege. 

The  defendant,  when  the  cause  of  action  arose,  and  fo^e,  a^derkTT' 

cottrt»  and  an 
attoniey  of  the 
Kim^t  Bench,  sued  an  attorney  of  the  King'9  Bench  by  capiat  of  privilege,  and  recovered  lest 
than  5L  : — Hgld,  that  it  was  not  a  cate  within  the  London  Court  of  Requests  act,  39  &  40  Oio, 
3,  c.  104. 
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Bxeh.  of  Piea$t  when  the  action  was  commenced,  was  an  inhabitant  of  and 
J831.  .  . 

resident  in  the  city  of  London,  paying  rent,  and  exercising 

his  business  as  an  attorney-at-law  therein.     The  action 
Haroino.      ^^  commenced  by  capias  of  privilege. 

On  a  former  day,  R.  V.  Richards  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  at  liberty  to 
enter  a  suggestion  on  the  roll,  pursuant  to  the  statute  S9 

6  40  Geo,  3,  c.  104.  He  relied  upon  the  case  of  Bum  v. 
Pasmore{a)f  in  which  it  had  been  decided  by  Liiiledalet 

(a)  Burn  v.  Pasmore,  King's  Bench,  Michaelmas  Term,  1830. 

XhE  plaiDtiff,  an  attorney  of  the  King's  Bench,  brought  an  action 
against  the  defendant,  an  attorney  of  the  same  Court,  by  bill,  and  reco- 
rered  less  than  6/.  The  defendant  resided  within  the  city  of  London, 
upon  which  ground  R.  F.  Richards  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  sug- 
gestion upon  the  roll,  in  pursuance  of  the  stat.  39  &  40  Geo.  S,  c.  104 ; 
and  the  question  was,  whether  the  statute  applied  where  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  were  attomies. 

Coliman  shewed  cause. — An  attorney  pluntiff  suing  an  ordinaryper- 
son  by  attachment  of  privilege  is  not  within  the  statute;  but  he  may 
waive  his  privilege  if  he  so  please,  in  which  case  he  would  be  within  the 
statute.  It  is  true»  that  the  plaintiff  does  not  sue  by  attachment  of  pri- 
vilege in  this  case,  but  he  does  not  therefore  wuve  his  privilege :  he 
can  only  proceed  by  bill  against  an  attorney.  He  cited  Board  v.  Parker, 

7  East,  47;  Hetherington  v.  Lowth,  2  Str.  837;  Parker  v.  Vaughan, 
2  B.  &  p.  29 ;  Ratdiffe  v.  Bedey,  2  Str.  1 141 ;  Barker  v.  Falmer,  6  T. 
R.  624. 

R.  V,  Riohardi,  contril. — ^It  is  immaterial  whether  the  plaintiff  waives 
his  privilege  voluntarily,  or  is  compelled  to  do  so  by  reason  of  the  cha* 
racter  of  the  defendant;  for,  in  the  result,  he  is  equally  reduced  to  the 
situation  of  an  ordinary  plaintiff. 

LiTTLBDALB,  J. — Au  attomcy  not  suing  by  attachment  of  privilege, 

sues  as  a  common  person,  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  an  at* 

tomey.    In  this  case,  the  defendant  bdng  an  attorney,  the  privilege  of 

the  defendant  is  lost^  and  he  must  be  considered  as  suing  as  a  common 

person.    As  a  private  individual  he  is  not  entitled  to  his  costs,  and 

therefore  the  rule  must  be  made 

Absolute. 
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J.i  that  an  attorney  of  the  King's  Bench  suing  an  attor*  BxeK  rf  Pleats 

ney  of  the  same  Court,  lost  his  privilegei  and  was  within  '  ^ 

the  operation  of  that  statute.  Elkins 

«. 

Hardino. 

Chilton  shewed  cause. — The  case  of  Burn  v.  Pas* 
more  is  in  direct  opposition  to  that  of  Hodding  v.  War^ 
rand  (a);  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  impeach  the  authority 
of  that  case,  because  it  was  decided  upon  the  ground 
that  the  defendant,  being  an  attorney  of  the  same  Courti 
the  plaintiff,  though  also  an  attorney,  was  not,  in  fact,  suing 
by  privilege.  That  decision,  therefore,  leaves  untouched 
the  cases  of  Board  v.  Parker  (b),  and  Johnson  v.  Bray  (c), 
by  which  it  was  established,  that  a  plaintiff  who  sues  by 
privilege,  is  not  within  the  act.  Now,  the  plaintiffs  here 
do  sue  by  privilege,  and  the  question  is,  could  they,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  so  sue.  If  the  clerk  in  court  had 
been  sole  plaintiff,  he  clearly  might  sue  by  capias  of  pri- 
vilege an  attorney  of  another  Court.  That  was  decided 
in  Walker  v.  Rushbury  (d),  and  Bowyer  v.  Hoskins  {e),  in 
which  it  was  held,  that  a  clerk  in  court  might  even  ar- 
rest an  attorney  of  the* other  courts.  Then,  does  a  clerk 
in  court,  by  suing  with  a  person  not  entitled  to  the  pri- 
vilege of  the  Exchequer f  lose  his  privilege?  A  privileged 
person  sued  with  persons  not  entitled  to  privilege,  loses 
his  privilege ;  and  it  is  reasonable  that  he  should  do  so, 
because  a  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  harassed  by  the  ne- 
cessity of  proceeding  by  different  modes  against  the  seve- 
ral parties  to  a  joint  contract;  but  there  is  no  authority  to 
extend  that  doctrine  to  a  privileged  plaintiff  joined  with 
a  common  person;  and  the  reason  for  extinguishing  the 
privilege  does  not  apply  to  such  a  case.  Whatever  may 
be  the  rule  in  other  Courts,  it  is  clear,  that,  in  this  Court, 


(a)  7  East,  46,  n,  (rf)  9  Price,  17. 

(6)  7  East,  46.  (e)  1  Y.  &  J.  199. 

(c)  2  D.  &  B.  655. 
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Sjrrk.  of  Pieas^  the  privilege  is  not  lost.  The  ground  upon  which  Exche-^ 
^  quer  privilege  stands  is^  that  the  king's  business  may  not 
ELKiNt  be  impeded  through  the  absence  of  his  officers ;  and  this 
Harding,  reason  holds  equally  strong  in  cases  where  the  officer  is  a 
sole  plaintiff,  or  sues  with  others.  Accordingly,  we  find 
many  entries  in  Burton^  in  which  the  privilege  of  one  co* 
pkintiff  was  the  ground  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
in  respect  of  both.  Dixon^  clerk  of  the  pipe,  and  two 
others,  not  having  privilege,  9.  Walker  (a) ;  Clarke^  second- 
ary, and  two  others  f.  Wolfe  (&);  Haslewood^  unue  nu^ 
meratorufHy  et  alius  quer^  in  debiio  sur  privilege  de  Hade' 
wood  tanlum{c);  Edolph,  civis  London,  et  Tkorp^  unu$ 
baronum  v.  WhaUcyi  super  privilegium  baronis  tantum{d). 
In  Easier,  13t/ac.  1,  {Roll.  211),  a  suit  was  prosecuted 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  at  York,  against  Beatrice, 
daughter  and  heir  oi  Robert  Browne,  who  was  marriecTto 
Michael  Staunton,  one  of  the  clerks  in  the  King's  Remem- 
brancer's Office,  suggesting  that  the  said  Browne  had  made 
a  will,  whereby  he  had  given  his  lands  from  his  daogfater. 
Staunton  moved  the  Court  for  a  prohibition;  and  it  was 
asserted,  that  a  prohibition  ought  not  to  be  granted  in  that 
case,  because  the  suit  was  only  against  the  wife,  and  for 
her  inheritance^  and  be  no  party  to  it;  which  case  was  of* 
ten  debated  in  Court  by  counsel  on  both  sides;  and  after 
many  precedents  shewn,  tarn  ex  parte  Remem.  regis,  quam 
ex  parte  did  pFitorum  aUegantur  quod  barones  did  et 
ministri  hujus  cur'  ac  eorum  uxores  Kentes  conjunctim 
causam  actionis  poterint  impFitare,  tarn  in  hoc  sedo 
quam  in  camerd  Scdj,  et  quod  non  debeni  alibi  impTitare 
nee  in  pTiium  trahi  pro  terris  et  catallis  suis,  et  super  inde 
petiit  prohibitionem  et  d  conceditur,"^  &c.  (e). 

(a)  1  Bart.  48.  (e)  From    the    most    ancient 

(6)  lb.  tiineSy  the  persons  employed  in 

(c)  Id.  50.  the  king's  service,  at  bis  Etcke^ 

{d)  lb.  9^rf  were  wont  to  enjoy  levend 
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IL  V.  Richards,  contra. — The  authority  of  the  case  oF  &«*.  rfPUm^ 
Burn  V.  Pasmore  is  not  disputed;  and  it  is  admitted,  that 
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prmleg«s.  The  records  of  the 
first  period  that  relate  to  this  sub- 
ject, are  not  so  clear  and  full  as 
those  of  the  second  period.  How- 
CTer*  in  the  former^  we  find  the 
barons  and  officers  of  the  Exche- 
quer had  then  dlTera  immunities 
tllowed  to  theaci.  per  Ukertatem 
Medendiadscaccarktm,  in  respect  of 
their  attendance  there.  Some  of 
the  cases  are  mentioned  in  the 
disJogue  de  Scaceario,  L.  1 ,  cap«  8. 
The  records  of  the  subsequent 
times  speak  more  <JUstinctly.  They 
mention  the  privilege  of  implead- 
ing and  being  impleaded  in  the 
Exchequer  only;  freedom  from 
toll  for  things  bought  for  their 
own  use;  freedom  from  suits  to 
county  courts,  hundred  courti, 
&c;  and  other  privileges.  It  is 
also  to  be  understood,  that  several 
of  the  residents  at  the  Exchequer, 
had  privileges  not  only  for  them- 
selves, but  also  for  their  clerks 
and  their  men.  Several  instances 
of  these  dungs  are  collected  in 
Madox  Hist,  of  the  fixchequeri 
c.  20,  s.  7'  In  the  38th  year  of 
King  Henry  3rd,  a  writ  was  sent 
to  the  sheriff  of  Norfolk,  reciting, 
that  whereas,  by  the  ancient  cus- 
tom and  assize  of  the  Exchequer, 
no  Baron  of  the  Exchequer,  or 
other  officer  in  fee  attending  there, 
ought  to  plead  or  be  impleaded  in 
any  other  place  besides  the  Ex- 
chequer; and  commanding  the 
sheriff  to  remove  a  plea  which  de- 
pended in  the  county  court  be- 


tween Master  Bt^^  de  Go$ebee, 
who  resided  at  the  Exchequer  for 
the  Marshall  of  England,  and 
William  de  Eys,  and  others,  into 
the  Exchequer;  and  to  sunumm. 
the  parties  defendants  to  be  iherp 
to  answer  in  the  premises,  (Tria. 
Commun.  38  H.  3,  Rot.  19,  a.). 
The  same  King  Henry  3rd,  in  the 
39th  year  of  his  reign,  granted 
and  confirmed  to  the  barons  that 
sat  at  the  Exchequer,  all  the  an- 
dent  liberties  and  freedoms  which 
the  barons  of  the  Exchequer  had 
in  the  time  of  his  predecessors, 
kings  of  England,  and  which  the 
barons,  then  living,  had  in  his 
own  time,  as  well  in  pleas  moved 
and  exactions  made  for  their 
lands,  rents,  tenements,  fees,  and 
possessions;  as  also  in  respect  of 
trespasses  and  injuries  done  to 
them  and  their  men;  and  granted 
that  they  should  enjoy  the  said 
liberties  as  fully  as  any  barons  of 
the  Exchequer  in  times  past  had 
enjoyed  the  same,  (Memor.  39 
H.  3.  Rot.  7«  a.).  The  King's 
treasurer  had  the  privilege  of 
suing  and  bdag  sued  only  In  the 
Exchequer.  As  in  the  case  of 
Hugh  dt  Pateibultf  (Memor.  22 
H.  3,  Rot.  9,  b.);  and  Philip 
Lovell,  (Ex.  Memor.  40  H.  3,  Rot. 
6,  a.);  Alexander,  treasurer  of  St. 
FauTs,  London,  baron  of  the  £»- 
chequer,  (Trin.  Commun.  29  H.  3, 
Rot.  II,  b.);  and  Nicolas  de  Criott, 
baron  of  the  Exchequer,  (Hil. 
Commun.  49  H,  3,  Rot.  7i  a.) 
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Exeh.  of  Pietu,  this  case  would  come  within 

if  the  privilege  of  the  clerk 


Elkini 
Harding. 


had  the  like  privilege.     Robert  de 
Fulkam,  constable  of  the  Exche- 
quer, sued  the  priour  of  Michel- 
burn,  and  another  person,  in  the 
Exchequer,  for  a  debt,  (Meinor. 
dS  H.3,  Rot.  8,  a.).  John  Peverel, 
constable  of  the  Exchequer,  im- 
pleaded (hbert  Wynd  and  others, 
for  beating  and  wounding  his  ser- 
vant, Eude  Huddock,  (Memor.  61 
H.  S,  Rot.  79  a.).    Robert  de  Ex- 
tant, was  summoned  into  the  Ex- 
chequer,   to    answer    William    de 
Mebume,  a  chamberlain  of  the 
Exchequer,  for  beating,  wounding, 
and  evil  intreatiug  his  men,  (Ex. 
Memor.28H.8,Rot.2,b.).  Rich- 
ard de  Later  was  summoned  to 
appear  in  the  Exchequer,  to  an- 
swer Richard  de  Oxhay,  a  cham- 
berlain of  the  Exchequer,  for  beat- 
ing Simon  de  Mikelfield,  \m  man, 
(Memor.  39  H.  3,  Rot.  3,  b.).  Ro- 
ger de  le  Grene  was  summoned 
into    the   Exchequer,  to  answer 
Baldwin  de  Lisle,  a  chamberlain 
of  the  Exchequer,  for  a  trespass 
done  to  him  in  his  man  our  be- 
longing to  the  sud  chamberlain- 
ry,  (Ex.  Memor.  42  H.  3,  Rot.  10, 
a.);  and  Herbert  ie  Mercer  and 
his  man  were  summoned  in  like 
manner,  to  answer  William  Mau- 
dmt,  a  chamberlun  of  the  Exche- 
-quer,  for  a  trespass,  (lb.  Rot.  1 1, 
n. ) .    Two  persons  were  sum  mon- 
ed  into  the  Exchequer,  to  answer 
Richard  de  Oxey,  a  chamberlain 
of  the  ExcJiequer,  for  breaking  bis 
mew,  and  taking  thence  a  hawk, 
(Memor.  42  H.  3,  Rot.  1,  b.). 


the  provision  of  the  statute, 
in  court  did  not  intercept  its 

Stephen  de  Elcost  and  others  were 
summoned  to  appear  in  the  Ex- 
chequer,  to  answer  to  James,  Earl 
of  Albermarl,  chamberlain  of  the 
Exchequer,  and  John  SamMoa,  (the 
Eaii's  constable  of  Skipton  Castle)^ 
for  an  assault  and  battery,  (Pasc. 
Commun.  62  &  63  H.  3,  Rot.  10, 
a.).    Amicia,  Countess  of  Devon, 
was  summoned  to  appear  there, 
to  answer  to  Isabella,  Countess  of 
Albermarl,  cbamberlainess  of  the 
Exchequer,  for  the  issues  of  cer- 
tain lands,  (lb.  Rot.  11,  a.);  af- 
terwards, the  King  having  com- 
manded the  barons  to  transfer 
into  the  Common  Bench  all  plaints 
depending  before  them  between 
Amicia,  Countess  of  Devon,  and 
Isabella,  Countess  of  Albermarl; 
but  in  regard   the  said   Isabella 
was,  by  her  attorney,  constantly 
attending  on  the  King's  service  in 
the  office  of  chamberlain  of  the 
Exchequer,  the  King  commands 
the  Barons  to  adjudge  in  the  Ex- 
chequer upon  all  plaints  wherein 
she  was  concerned,  as  according 
to  right  and  usage  they  ought  to 
do,  (Hil.  Commun.  66  H.  3,  Rot. 
6,  a).  John  de  Matham,  a  person 
employed  in  the  Chamberlain's 
office,  sued    William  le  Smneter 
and  another,  in  the  Exchequer,  for 
driving  away  and  ill-treating  his 
cattell,  (Pasc.  Couimun.  18  H.  3, 
Rot.  6,  a.).     Tayle/er,  the  usher, 
sued  Walter  Wam  in  the  Exche- 
quer, for  nut  mowing  bis  meadow, 
and  gathering  in  the  hay  in  due 
time,  whereby  the   hay  was  all 
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operation.     The  only  question^  therefore,  is,  whether  the  ^«*-  /  PUat, 
clerk  in  court  can,  by  suing  by  capias  of  privilege,  oust 


spoiled;  to  his  damage,  half  a 
mark :  Walter  came  and  pleaded, 
that  he  duly  mowed  the  said 
meadow  and  got  in  the  hay,  and 
that  the  hay  was  not  spoiled  by  liis 
neglect,  but  by  a  flood,  which  car- 
ried away  j^reac  part  of  it;  upon 
this,  an  issue  was  joined  to  be  tried 
by  the  neighbourhood ;  and  a  venire 
fociasvnA  awarded  to  the  Sheriff  of 
Surr^i  clerk,  to  summon  four  of 
the  neighbours  to  try  the  issue  (at 
the  Exchequer)  on  the  morrow  of 
the  Asceruion  (Pasc.  Commun.  49 
H.  3,  Rot.  11,  a ).  Thomas  Mrd- 
braunck  and  others  were  sum- 
moned into  the  Exchequer,  to  an- 
swer to  the  King  for  assaulting 
and  beaUng  the  King*s  messenger, 
who  carried  the  King's  summons 
(Ex.Memor.  42 H.  3,  Rot.  15,  b.). 
Two  persons  were  summoned  in- 
to the  Exchequer,  to  answer  for  a 
trespass  in  beating  Hugh  He  la 
Grave  a  servant  of  the  treasurer 
(Ex. Memor.  25  H.  3,  Rot. 2,  b.) : 
and  it  seems  the  treasurer  had  the 
fine  which  Mras  incurred  by  that 
trespass  ( lb.  Rot . 6,  a. ) :  John  de  E. 
and  others  were  summoned  into 
die  Exchequer,  to  answer  for  a 
trespass  in  beating  and  imprison- 
ing the  treasurer's  men  (Ex.  Me- 
mor. 28  H.  3,  Rot.  1,  a.).  Ralfde 
Bo9co  and  others  were  summon- 
ed into  the  Exchequer,  to  answer 
to  the  Abbot  of  Westminster,  a 
Baron  of  the  Exchequer,  for  beat- 
ing and  wounding  his  men  (Trin. 
Commun.  29  H.  3,  Rot.  12,  b.). 
Richard  de  Curton,  valet  of  Phi- 


lipp  Lovell,  the  King's  treasurer, 
sued  Henry,  son  of  FtUcher,  for 
taking  and  detaining  liis  cattel, 
(Meuior.  39  H.  3,  Rot.  8,  a.).  1^'^- 
liam  de  Wilton  and  others  were 
summoned  into  the  Exchequer,  to 
answer  Teter  de  Horepol,  valet  of 
W.  Mareschali,  a  Baron  of  the 
Exchequer,  in  a  plea  of  debt  (Hil. 
Commun.  49  H.  3,  Rot.  7,  a.). 
John  de  Butiler,  valet  to  the  trea- 
surer, sued  Walter  U  Fuller,  for 
wounding  William  Herbert,  the 
said  Johns  man,  and  taking  away 
some  of  John*s  goods  from  the 
said  William  (Ex.  Memor.  52  H. 
3,  Rot.  11,  a).  Master  Everard, 
clerk  to  P.  de  Hivallo,  Baron  of 
the  Exchequer,  sued  John  Sewall 
there,  for  a  debt  of  ten  marks 
(Ex.Memor.  52  H.8,  Rot.  11,  a.). 
The  abbot  of  Westminster,  a  Ba- 
ron of  the  Exchequer,  sued  Cetff- 
frey  le  Despenser  and  others,  in 
the  Exchequer,  for  beating  G.  de 
Prilla,  his  man  (Ex.  Memor.  35  H. 
3,  Rot.  7,  a).  Herbert,  parson  of 
Hadley,  a  clerk  of  the  Exchequer, 
sued  Richard  de  Ewell  there,  for  a 
debt,  (Memor.  40  H.3,  Rot  \7, 
a.)  Richard  de  Hereford,  a  clerk  of 
the  Exchequer,  sued  Thomas  le  D. 
and  others,  in  the  Exchequer,  .for 
beating  Maurice  de  Tierney,  Ri- 
chard*s  man  (Ex.  Memor.  35  H.  3, 
Rot.  14,  a.).  Richard  Chamberlain, 
a  clerk  of  the  Exchequer,  sued  Ro- 
bert GMhose,  in  the  Exchequer, 
for  beating  Robert  Williamson, 
the  said  Richard's  man  (Memor. 
35 H.3,  Rot.  1,  a.).  Hugh  de  Cla- 
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a  privileged  officer  of  this  Court  may  sue  and  arrest  an 


k€U,  valet  oi  E*  de  WesimimUTf 
clerk  of  the  Exchequer,  brought 
bis  acdon  in  the  Exchequer^  against 
certain  persons,  for  taking  and 
carrying  away  his  fish  (Ex.  JVJemor. 
42  H.  3,  Rot.  1 ,  a.).  John  de  Ely^  a 
servant  in  the  Exchequer,  brought 
his  suit  there,  against  one  for  tak- 
ing and  detaining  his  swans  (Me- 
mor. 42 H.3,  Rot.  10, b). Richard 
de  Chesterfordf  a  clerk  of  the  re- 
ceipts, sued  Nicoltts  Foynz  and 
another,  in  the  Exchequer,  for 
debt  (Memor.  52  H.  3,  Rot.  9,  b.). 
A  plea  was  also  moved  in  the  £r- 
chequer,  between  the  said  Richard 
de  Chesterford,  and  Bonersfaunt, 
a  Jew,  for  contumelious  words 
spoken  by  the  Jew  against  Ri- 
chard— ^The  process  and  judgment 
in  tliat  plea  may  be  seen  in  Prynne 
(Ex.  Memor.  61  H.  3,  Rot.  4,  a. 
Vid.  4  Prynne,  in  4  Inst.  p.  63). 
Robert  Bean,  of  Guildford,  was 
attached  to  answer  Hugh  de  Olde- 
buf,  a  clerk  of  the  Exchequer,  for 
a  trespass — Hugh  and  others,  the 
King's  bailiffs,  who,  by  the  King's 
command  or  writ,  had  arrested 
Robert,  were  prosecuted  for  it,  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  before 
John  de  Burton,  official  to  the  bi- 
shop of  Woreetter:  the  official 
was  commanded,  by  a  writ  of  pro- 
hibitkMi,  not  to  proceed  to  exe- 
cute a  sentence  which  he  had  pro- 
nounced for  the  said  cause  against 
Hugh  and  the  buliff;  notwithstand- 
ing the  official  did  again  denounce 
them  excommunicated :  therenp* 
on  the  official  was  summoned  to 


appear  at  the  Exchequer  to  an- 
swer why  he  had  acted  in  that  man- 
ner, in  contempt  of  the  Kimg,  and 
in  elusion  of  the  liberties  belong- 
ing to  the  residents  of  the  Exche- 
quer, (Memor.  IE.  1,  Rot. 8,  b.}. 
Add  hereto,  that  the  King*$  chap- 
Iain,  (Memor.  61  H.3,  Rot.  6,  b.); 
his  mason,  (Memor.  40  H.  3,  Roc 
17  a.)  I  and  others  that  were  in  his 
service,  had,  as  it  seemeth,  the  pri- 
vilege of  being  sued  in  the  £r- 
chequer. 

Again,  the  residents  of  the  Ex- 
chequer were,  by  the  ancient  cus- 
tom of  the  Exchequer,  to  be  quit 
of  toll  for  things  bought  to  their 
own  use  (Memor.  39  H  3^  Rot.  14 
b.).  Ralfde  Leicettre,  a  clerk  of  the 
Exchequer,  was  exempted  from 
paying  toll  for  goods  bought  by 
his  servants  for  his  use  in  Eton 
fair,  (Memor.  28  H.  3,  Rot.  10  b.; 
et  ibid.  Rot.  12  a.).  King  Edward 
the  first  remitted  to  Roger  de 
Northwood  and  John  de  Cabeham, 
barons  of  the  Exchequer,  the  ser- 
vices due  to  the  King  in  the  army 
of  Wales  for  lands  which  they  hekl 
of  the  King  in  chief,  viz.  the  king 
remitted  it  hAc  vice  of  his  spe- 
cial grace  in  respect  of  thdr  at- 
tendance at  the  Exchequer,  (Fasc 
Conimun.  6  E.  1,  Rot.  5  a.). 

Moreover,  theresideats  of  the 
Exchequer  were  privileged  to  be 
free  from  suit  to  county  coorts, 
hundred  courts,  &c-,  and  from 
the  common  amerciaments  of  the 
counties  or  hundreds  whereiA  thdr 
lands  lay.    In  the  reign  of  king 
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attorney  of  another  Conrt  by  cctpias  of  privilege,  but  Ex6h.  rfFietu, 
there  is  no  reason  why  that  rule  should  be  extended  to 


Richard  the  first,  WUliam  Mares- 
ckaii    and    Geoffry   Fitz- Pierre 
were,  by  reason  of  their  session  at 
the  Exchequer y    exempted   from 
the  common  lunerdament  of  the 
county  for  a  murder,  (Mag.  Rot. 
2  R.  1,  Rot.  1 1  b.)-  The  like  privi- 
lege or  exemption  was  allowed  to 
Roger  FitZ'Renfrey^  (Mag.  Rot.  5 
R.  IjRot.  4b.);  to  Geoffrey  Fitz- 
Pierre  again  (Mag.  Rot.  5  R.  1, 
Rot.  I  a.)|  to  Warrin  FitzOerold, 
(Mag.  Rot.  7  R.  ly  Rot.  6  b) ;  the 
Bnbop  of  London,  (Mag.  Rot.  7 
R.  I,  Rot.  18  b.)i  ths  Bishop  of 
£ly,  (Mag.  Rot.  7  R.  1,  Rot.  6  b.); 
the  Bishop  of  Norwich^  and  Earl 
Regery  {lb.  Rot.  6  b.) ;  Earl  Et^er 
was  at  this  time  one  of  the  King's 
joftiders,  (Mag.  Rot  7  R- 1|  Rot. 
6  a.),  and  an  assessor  or  baron  of 
the  Ezehequer;  to  the  Bishop  of 
London,  (Mag.  Rot.  10  R.  1,  Rot« 
12  a.) ;  to  Alexander  de  Luci,  and  to 
others.  In  the  reign  of  king  Henry 
the  third,  privilege  or  exemption  of  • 
one  or  otlier  of  the  kinds  aforemen- 
tioned was  allowed  to  the  persons 
hereunder  named,  (Mag.  Rot.  4 
Joh.  Rot.  18  b),  viz,  to  John  de 
Windlefore,  (Memor.  6  H.  3,  Rot. 
2  b.);  and  Thonm  de  Windlefore, 
(Ex.  Memor.  25  Hen.  3,  Rot.  2  a.) 
who  were  ponderatorei  of  the  Ex- 
chequer i  to  the  knights  and  free- 
holders of  FM  de  Breaute  be- 
longing to  the  fee  which  he  held 
by  the  service  of  the  chamberlainry 
of  the  Exchequer,  (Memor.  6  H. 
3,  Rot.  3  a ) ;  to  Matthew  de  Eston, 
tenant  to  Margaret  de  Riparijis, 


of  the  fee  which  she  held  by  the 
service  of  the  king*s  chamber- 
lainry, (Ex.  Pasch.  Memor.  11 
H.  3,  Rot.  3  b  );  to  Richard  de 
Oxefnyy  chamberlain  of  the  Ex- 
chequer, (Memor.  dd  H.  3,  Rot« 
6a.);  to  the  menial  men  of  Baldr 
win  de  Lisle,  chamberlain  of  the 
Exchequer,  (Trin.  Commun.  41 
H.  3,  Rot  16  b.);  to  Roger,  usher 
of  the  Exchequer,  (Memor.  14 
H.3,  Rot  10  b.);  to  Robert  de 
Fulham,  constable  of  the  Exehc" 
quer,  touching  suit  before  Justices 
itinerant  upon  the  common  sum- 
mons and  suit  to  the  hundred  of 
Birdestapk,  (Memor.  39  H.  3, 
Rot.  3  a.);  to  WiUiam  de  Stebbin- 
ges,  a  minister,  resident  in  the 
Ejtchequer,  (Memor.  40  H.  3, 
Rot  20  b.);  to  RalfSumer,  a  mi- 
nister of  the  Exchequer,  (Trin. 
Oommtin.41  H.3,  Rot  16b.);  to 
Richard  Altwick,  one  of  the  keep- 
ers of  the  king's  palace  at  West" 
mimter,  who  was  attending  on  the 
barons,  (Memor.  41  H.  3,  Rot. 
14  a.);  and  to  Adam  de  Strat- 
ton,  a  clerk  of  the  Exchequer, 
(Memor.  1  &  2  E.  1,  Rot  5  a.). 
There  was  also  a  sort  of  privilege 
allowed  to  persons  who  were  sui- 
tors or  accoroptants  at  the  Ex* 
chequer,  namely,  if  they  were  to 
appear  in  any  inferior  court  or 
place  upon  a  certain  day,  in  case 
th^  were  that  day  attending  at 
the  Exchequer,  they  were  not  to  be 
put  in  default  below.  This  pri- 
vilege was  allowed  to  John,  son  of 
Osbert,  citizen  of  Lincoln,  (Me- 


Elkiiis 
Haxdims. 
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^^^r*^  Other  persons,  or  that  it  should  apply  to  attomies  of  this 

Court,  not  officers  of  the  Crown, 

Lord  Lyndiiurst,  L.  C.  B. — A  clerk  in  court  is  an  of- 
ficer entitled  to  this  privilege,  and  the  cases  cited  esta- 
blish that  he  does  not  lose  his  privilege  by  suing  with  a 
person  not  entitled  to  the  same  privilege.  It  does  not  fol- 
low from  this  decision,  that  attornies  admitted  in  this  Court 
would  be  entitled  to  the  same  privilege :  that  question  does 
not  arise  upon  this  rule. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 


mor.  6  H.  3,  Rot.  5  b.).  See  Ma^ 
dox  HiiL  Exch.  c.  20,  «.  7>  ^^nd 
as  to  the  priviiege  of  accountants^ 
see  1  Burton^  55,  et  seq, 
'  (a)  It  is  observable,  thai  the  pri- 
vilege of  the  ministers  and  officers 
of  the  Court  o(  Exchequer  is  found- 
ed upon  the  immemorial  course  of 
the  Exchequer,  which  is  tlie  law 
of  that  Court.  Upon  this  ground, 
the  cases  of  Walker  v.  Rushbwy, 
9  Price,  16,  and  Bowyer  v.  Hoi- 
kins,  1  Y.  ik  J.  199,  were  expressly 


decided;  and,  as  the  same  reason 
does  not  exist  for  extending  the 
like  privilege  to  attomies  admitted 
to  practise  in  that  Court  under  the 
Stat  1  Wm.  4,  c.  70,  s.  10,  it  would 
seem  that  attomies  so  admitted 
would  not  be  entitled  to  the  like 
privileges,  but  to  such  only  as  they 
would  be  entitled  to  for  the  benefit 
of  their  clients,  which  is  the  ground 
of  the  privilege  of  attomies  in  the 
other  Courts. 


Where  a  venirs 
<20fioooU  award- 
ed, the  Court 
hat  no  power 
over  the  coxts  of 
the  application. 


Edwards  v.  Brown  and  Others. 

Uebt  on  bond,  with  breaches  assigned  under  the  statute 
8  &  9  Wm.  3,  c.  1 1 ,  s.  8.     The  cause  was  twice  tried  (a). 

At  the  first  trial,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
but  no  damages  were  assessed ;  upon  which  ground  a  re* 
nire  de  novo  was  awarded,  the  costs  of  the  application  be- 
ing reserved  until  after  the  second  trial.  Upon  the  se- 
cond trial,  the  Jury  again  found  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff; and  now  John  Evans  moved  for  the  costs  of  the  for- 
mer application  for  a  venire  de  novo. 


(a)  3  Y.&  J.  423;  ante,  p.  307. 
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RuxscUf  Serjt,  and  E.  V.  Williams^  opposed  the  ap-    Exch.rfPhat, 
plication.  .  There  are  two  objections  to  this  application;  ^ 

Jirsif  it  would  have  been  error  had  no  damages  been  As-  Edwards 
sessed ;  and  the  default  originating  with  the  plaintiff,  the  de*  Bro'wn. 
fendants  ought  not  to  pay  the  costs  incident  to  that  de- 
fault; and,  secondly  f  where  a  venire  de  novo  is  awarded,  the 
party  succeeding  is  only  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  second 
trial;  Lickbarrows.  Mason  {a)  y  Bird  v.  Appleton  {b)\  and, 
therefore,  the  Court  has  no  power  over  the  costs  of  the 
application,  which  are  merely  ancillary  to  the  costs  of  the 
trial. 

Bayley,  B. — The  Court  has  no  discretion  upon  the 
subject.  It  would  have  been  error  if  the  plaintiff  had  not 
assessed  his  damages  (c);  and  he  was,  therefore,  under 
the  necessity  of  going  down  again  to  remedy  the  default. 
The  expense  of  the  first  trial  was  thrown  away;  and  I  do 
not  know  what  authority  the  plaintiff  has  to  say,  that  the 
defendant  ahall  bear  the  expense  incident  to  the  first  trial. 

Vauohan,  B. — If  we  could  exercise  a  discretion,  I 
should  feel  no  difficulty;  but,  upon  consideration,  al- 
though the  question  of  costs  was  reserved,  I  think  that 
we  have  no  authority  upon  the  subject* 

Bollanj>,  B.— There  is  a  great  difference  between  a 
new  trial  and  the  award  of  a  venire  de  novo.  In  the  for- 
mer, which  is  an  application  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court, 
terms  may  be  imposed;  but,  in  the  latter,  the  party  suc- 
ceeding is  not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  first  trial.  We 
have,  therefore,  no  power  to  entertain  this  application. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)6T.R.181.      (6)  1  East,  111.      (e)  1  Wms.Saund.58,D.(l). 
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Revemie, 

^  The  Attorney-General  r.  Dimond. 

Fiobate  dnty  u  1  HIS  was  an  information  for  probate  duty.    At  the 

retp^fofpro^  ^^al,  before  Vaugkan,  B,,  at  the  sittings  after  last  7W- 

^ri^  j^nt^  "'*^y  Term,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Crown,  subject  to 

beiong^ing  to  a  the  Opinion  of  the  Court  upon  a  special  case,  which  stated 

in  this  conntry,  that  Paul  Francis  Betifieldf  of  West  cottage,  in  the  parish 

pro^'I^te*  ^^  '^^^"^  Mary,  in  or  near  Leicester,  in  the  county  of  i>i- 

^"SdmkSter-  ^^''^*  ^°  ^**®  ^^^^  ^^7  ^*^  ^prtlf  1827,  duly  made  his  last 
ed  in  this  coun-  will  and  testament,  by  which  he  appointed  the  said  defend^ 
JStorf  *  *""  ***^  Charles  Palmer  Dimond,  and  Henry  Dalby,  since  de- 
ceased, bis  executors  and  residuary  legatees,  in  trust  to 
pay  the  interest  of  the  residue  to  Mrs.  Benfield,  the  tes- 
tator's mother  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  pay 
the  principal  to  the  children  of  his  two  sisters,  on  attain- 
ing the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  the  said  testator  aba 
made  two  codicils  to  his  said  will,  one  dated  the  eighth 
day  of  May,  1828,  and  the  other  the  ninth  day  of  May, 
1828. 

The  said  testator  died  at  Leicester  on  or  about  the  1 0th 
day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1828,  and  on  the 
28th  day  otJune^  1828,  the  will  and  codicils  were  prored 
in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury  by  the  said 
Charles  Palmer  Dimond  alone.  The  personal  property  ot 
the  said  testator  was  sworn  to  be  under  the  value  of 
5,000/.,  and  a  probate  duty  of  80/.  only  was  paid.  The 
testator,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  a  creditbr  of  the 
French  government,  to  the  amount  of  the  annual  sum  of 
32,727  francs,  5  per  cent.  consoKdated  inscribed  in  the 
great  book  of  the  debt  public  of  France,  called  rentes. 
The  personal  property  of  the  siud  testator,  not  including 
the  said  rentes,  was  under  the  value  of  5,000/.  After  the 
de^th  of  the  said  testator,  and  on  or  about  the  8tb  day  of 
July,  1828,  the  said  Charles  Palmer  Dimond,  who  had 
survived  the  said  Henry  Dalby,  executed  a  power  of  at- 
'  torney  authorizing  Messrs.  MaUet,  a  French  house,  to  sell 
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out  the  reniei  in  question.  This  power  of  attorney,  toge* 
ther  with  a  notarial  exemplified  extract  of  the  clause  in  the 
will  appointing  the  executors,  and  a  notarial  copy  of  the 
probate  act,  and  a  notarial  certificate  of  the  burial  of  Paul 
Francis  Benfield,  the  testator,  were  produced  by  Messrs. 
Mallei  to  tlie  Bank  of  France^  and  the  said  rentes  were 
thereupon  sold  by  them  at  Paris,  under  the  said  power  of 
attorney,  and  the  produce  was  received  by  them  and  trans« 
mitted  by  bills  amounting  to  27,183/.  9s.  Zd.  sterling,  on 
account  of  the  said  Charles  Palmer  Dimond,  to  Messrs. 
Hammerslei/  Sf  Co,,  bankers,  oi London,  and  was  placed  by 
them  to  the  account  of  the  said  Charles  Palmer  Dimond, 
as  such  executor;  and  the  said  Messrs.  Hammersley,  by 
order  of  the  said  Charles  Palmer  Dimondf  as  such  execu- 
tor, invested  the  produce  of  the  said  bills  in  Bank  three 
per  cent  annuities  in  the  English  funds,*  in  the  names  of 
himself  and  a  co-trustee  appointed  by  him,  in  the  room  of 
the  said  Henry  Dalby,  where  the  same  still  continues. 
The  testator  was  at  his  death,  and  during  his  life-time,  an 
English  subject,  and  resident  in  England,  and  the  said 
Charles  Palmer  Dimond  has  always  been  the  same. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  said  Charles  Palmer  Dimond  was  bound  to  pay  a 
probate  duty  on  the  amount  of  the  produce  of  the  said 
French  rentes,  over  and  beyond  the  sum  of  80/.,  the  pro- 
bate duty  paid  on  the  estate  of  the  said  testator,  as  being 
of  the  value  of  4,000/.,  and  under  the  value,  of  5,000/. 


1831. 


Att.  Gfitr. 

V. 
DlHOlfD. 


FoUett,  for  the  Crown. — The  question  is,  whether  per- 
sonal property  of  a  testator  which,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
is  in  a  foreign  country,  but  which  after  his  death  is  brought 
into  this  country  by  his  executor  actmg  under  a  probate 
granted  in  this  country,  and  is  administered  in  this  coun- 
try as  part  of  th|e  assets  of  the  testator,  is  or  is  not  liable 
to  probate  duty.     It  is  not  necessai*y  in  this  case  to  dis- 
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Revenuet 
1831. 


Att.  Gen. 

DiMOND. 


CUSS,  whether  property  remaining  abroad  and  not  brought 
into  this  country,  is  or  is  not  subject  to  probate  duty;  for 
here  the  executor  has  got  possession  of  this  property  un- 
der the  probate  granted  in  this  country,  and  has  the  pro- 
duce of  the  retites  converted  into  English  money  in  his 
hands,  to  be  administered  in  this  country  under  the  pro- 
bate granted  here.  The  statute  (a)  which  imposes  the 
])robate  duty,  makes  it  payable  upon  "  the  estate  and  ef- 
fects for  or  in  respect  of  which  such  probate,  letters  of  ad- 
ministration, &c.,  respectively  shall  be  granted  &c.,*'  and 
this  applies  to  all  the  personal  estate  taken  possession  of 
by  the  executor  under  the  probate. 

In  a  late  case  (6),  the  probate  duty  was  considered  to 
apply  to  such  property  only  as  was  recovered  by  virtue  of 
the  probate  or  letters  of  administration.   In  that  case,  .the 
late  Lord  Chief  Baron  observed:  '*  By  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment the  duty  upon  the  probate  is  only  imposed  in  re- 
spect of  that  fund  which  the  executor  is  to  obtain  in  a  par- 
ticular province  of  this  country  by  force  of  that  probate : 
if  there  be  a  personal  estate  in  the  provinces  of  York  and 
Canterbury^  and  a  probate  be  taken  in  the  province  of 
York,  the  duty  is  paid  upon  the  property  in  that  province 
only,  and  it  is  not  paid  upon  the  other  property,  until  a 
))robate  be  taken  in  the  province  of  Canterbury.     This  is 
made  apparent  by  the  very  terms  of  the  act,  evidently  con- 
fining the  charge  upon  the  probate  to  those  particular  es- 
tates   to   be  4*ecovered  by  force  of  that  administration.*' 
Here,  however,   the  executor  having  possession  of  and 
having  administered  this  property  under  the  probate,  it 
must  be  part  of  the  estate  and  effects  in  respect  of  which 
the  probate  was  granted. 

It  is  a  clear  rule  of  the  law  of  this  and  every  other 
civilized  country,  that  personal  property  is  considered  as 


(a)  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184. 


{b)  In  re  Evoin^  ante,  145. 
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baviiig  no  locality ;  but,  in  whatevei-  country  the  owner 
is  domiciled  at  the  time  of  his  death,  by  the  law  of  that 
country  must  the  distribution  of  his  personal  property, 
wheresoever  situate,  be  regulated.    It  will  be  said,  how- 
ever, that  although  the  law  of  this  country  does  not  re- 
cognize the  locality  of  property  for  the  purposes  of  dis- 
tribution, yet,  as  regards  the  probate,  the  situs  of  t)ie 
property  is  to  be  considered.     To  a  certain  extent  this  is 
true;  for,  in  granting  probate  or  letters  of  administration 
in  the  spiritual  Courts  in  this  country,  the  situs  of  the  prd- 
])erty  regulates  the  jurisdiction.     This  originated  in  the 
right  which  the  ordinary  formerly  had  to  take  possession 
of  the  goods  of  a  person  dying  intestate  within  his  juris- 
diction.    In  this  respect,  the  right  of  the  ordinary  was 
confined  to  the  limits  of  his  jurisdiction,  and  if  goods  of 
an  intestate  were  in  different  dioceses,  and  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  different  ordinaries,  each  ordinary  would 
take  possession  of  such  goods  only  as  were  within  his  own 
diocese.     Afterwards,  when  the  ordinaries  came  to  grant 
probate  and  letters  of  administration  to  the  persons  enti< 
tied  to  tlie  possession  of  the  personal  estate  of  deceased 
persons,  the  same  rule  with  respect  to  locality  was  adopt- 
ed.    To  this  extent  only  the  law  of  (his  country  has  re- 
coghiased  the  locality  of  personal  property ;  but  the  ques- 
tion remains,  what  property  does  the  probate,  or  do  the 
letters  of  administration,  when  granted,  vest  in  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator.  It  is  clear  that  they  vest  all  the  pro- 
perty within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ordinary  at  the  time 
when  the  probate  or  administration  is  granted.     It  is 
equally  clear  that  they   vest  not  only  all  the  property 
within  such  jurisdiction  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  but  like- 
wise all  the  property  of  the  intestate  or  testator  which  at 
any  time  comes  into  such  jurisdiction.     If  this  be  so,  the 
property  in  question  would  vest  in  the  executor  under  this 
probate,  although  not  within  the  province  at  the  time  of 


Revenue, 
1831. 


Att.  Gen. 

DiUOND. 


L.^. 


seo 
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1831. 


Att.  Gev. 

DIM0K9. 


graDting  the  probate.  Suppose  that  a  parly  were  to  die 
in  LamiUm,  leaviog  personal  property  to  a  certain  amount 
there,  and  that  letters  of  administration  or  probate  had 
been  granted,  so  as  to  vest  such  property  in  the  adminis- 
trator or  executor;  suppose,  after  such  grant,  a  ship  to 
arrive  from  sea  with  merdiandise  of  the  deceased  on 
board;  can  it  be  doubted  that  such  merchandise  would 
belong  to  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased  ? 
Looking  at  such  a  case,  without  reference  to  the  stamp  or 
probate  duty,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  representatire 
might  sue  for  and  take  possession  of  such  property.  Since 
the  passing  of  the  act  imposing  the  duty,  no  Court  of  law 
would  permit  the  representative  of  the  deceased  in  the 
case  put,  to  recover  this  property  in  trover  upon  a  pro- 
bate on  which  a  stamp  had  only  been  impressed  with  re^ 
ierence  to  the  property  in  London.  To  maintain  auch 
an  action,  the  duty  must  have  been  paid  on  the  whole  pro- 
perty 80  sought  to  be  recovered.  In  such  case  the  puiy 
may,  and  is  required  by  a  provision  of  the  act  to  increase 
the  stamp  by  paying  the  additional  duty. 

[Bayley^  B. — In  the  case  put,  the  property  has  no  lo- 
cality. It  is  not  tlie  case  of  property  locally  situate  in  an- 
other country]. 

[Lord  Lffndhursi,  L.  C.  B.— Suppose  a  simple  contract 
debtor  to  reside  in  Ireland^  in  which  case  probate  must  be 
taken  out  in  that  country,  and,  after  the  death  of  the  ere- 
4litor,  the  debtor  to  come  into  England^  and  probate  to 
be  taken  out  there  in  respect  of  property  in  England, 
could  the  debt  be  recovered  in  England  under  the  latter 
probate?] 

The  criterion  wouki  be,  whether  the  executor  obtain- 
ed possession  of  the  property  under  the  probate  in  this 
country.  If  he  obtained  possession  under  the  probate 
granted  in  another  country,  he  wotdd  not  be  bound  to 
pay  duty  here* 
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'  {fayfejf,  B» — ^There  iaaca0e(a)  somewhat  analogous 
to  the  ease  put  by  liord  Lyndhurst.  A  party  died  in 
England,  leaTing  bona  noiabiUa  in  England  and  Ireland* 
Probate  was  taken  out  in  Ireland  by  the  son,  and  in  Eng-^ 
land  by  the  widow*  Amongst  the  Inma  motabilia  wta  a 
bondj  upon  which  the  English  administrator  brought  an 
action,  and  which  the  IrisA  administrator  had  released. 
The  defendant  in  the  action  pleaded  the  release  by  the 
Irisk  administratori  and  the  issue  ultimately  taken  in  die 
case  was,  whether  the  bondj  at  the  time  of  the  death,  was 
in  London  or  in  Dublin;  but  there  was  a  mistake  in  the 
pleadings]* 

When  property  ia  in  Ireland,  a  probate  must  be  taken 
there,  and  that  property  is  obtained  under  that  probate. 
Here,  however,  it  is  clear»  from  the  facta  stated,  that  the 
defendant  obtained  possession  of  the  property  in  question 
under  the  probate  granted  in  this  country,  and  that  the 
bank  o£  France  acted  on  the  faith  of  that  docuqdent* 

[Bafflegf  B. — They  also  took  the  power  of  attorney, 
and  a  notarial  copy  of  the  clause  in  the  will,  by  which  the 
party  was  appointed :  whether  the  property  was  obtauied 
under  the  one  or  the  other,  we  cannot  tell]* 

The  parties  must  have  acted  upon  the  probate*  Two 
executors  are  appointed  by  the  will,  and  the  notarial  copy 
^of  the  clause  of  the  will  would  have  shewn  that  there  were 
two  parties;  but  the  notarial  exemplification  of  the  probate 
would  afaew  that  it  was  granted  to  one  only,  and  that  one 
only  executed  the  power  of  attorney;  and  under  tlie  power 
of  attorney  executed  by  that  one  executor  only,  the  bank 
o{ France  proceeded  to  sell  out  the  stock;  so  that  they 
must  have  acted  on  the  faith  of  the  probate* 

[Bayley,  B. — ^They  would  be  regulated  by  the  law  of 
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England^  by  which,  though  there  are  two  executors,  one 
may  sell;  and,  therefore,  the  suffering  a  sale  by  one  does 
not  shew  that  they  were  acting  upon  the  authority  of  the 
probate]. 

If,  instead  of  receiving  the  proceeds  of  the  property 
himself,  they  had  been  received  tortiously  by  a  third  per^ 
son  against  the  consent  of  the  executor,  and  brought  into 
this  country,  could  the  executor  have  recovered  against  such 
third  party  without  increasing  the  duty  upon  the  probate? 
In  such  case,  the  executor  would  be  entitled  to  recover 
the  property  only  by  virtue  of  the  probate,  and  must  have 
clothed  himself  with  an  adequate  authority  to  recover  the 
property  by  increasing  the  duty.  Again,  if  the  executor 
had  been  sued,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  this  pro- 
perty, upon  a  plea  of  plene  administratfii,  would  have 
been  assets  in  his  hands.  He,  therefore,  takes  it  in  his 
character  of  executor,  and  is  liable  in  respect  of  it  in  that 
character. 

In  the  case  of  Logan  v.  Fairlie  (a),  before  the  present 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  party  died  in  India,*  and  one 
of  the  arguments  urged  at  the  bar  was,  that  the  admi- 
nistration ought  to  have  been  taken  out  in  this  country; 
and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  says:  *'  It  must  be  observed, 
that  this  suit  has  proceeded  irregularly.  This  Court  can- 
not administer  any  personal  estate  without  having  the  per- 
sonal representative  before  it ;  and  this  suit  is  defective 
throughout,  for  want  of  such  personal  representative,  though 
the  objection  comes  now  too  late  to  be  corrected.*'  Now,  in 
that  case,  the  party  appointed  the  personal  representative 
was  before  the  Court,  but  no  probate  had  been  taken  out, 
and  therefore  he  was  not  regularly  before  the  Court. 

The  proper  criterion  in  the  present  case  seems,  upon  the 
whole,  to  be,  whether  the  defendant  received  in  England 


(a)  2  Simon  &  Stuart,  284. 
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this  property  in  his  character  of  executor,  as  assets  to  be 
administered  by  him  in  this  country.  If  so,  it  is  clearly  part 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased,  and  liable  to  the 
probate  as  well  as  to  the  legacy  duty. 
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Merewethevy  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant. — This  proper- 
ty was  not  liable  to  the  probate  duty.  It  is  necessary, 
in  the  outset,  to  distinguish  the  probate  from  the  legacy 
duty.  It  has  been  already  decided  (a),  that  legacy  duty 
would  be  payable;  and,  in  the  course  of  that  decision, 
a  distinction  was  expressly  taken  between  the  legacy  and 
the  probate  duty.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  said,  in  that 
case — ^'  Upon  what  grounds  is  it  contended,  that  this  es* 
tate  is  riot  liable?  Because  the  duties  on  probates  and  ad- 
ministrations would  not  have  extended  to  this  particular 
fimd.  This  argument  does  not  appear  to  me  to  make  any 
difference  in  this  case.  By  the  act  of  Parliament,  the 
duty  upon  the  probate  is  only  imposed  in  respect  of  that 
fund  which  the  executor  is  to  obtain  in  a  particular  pro- 
vince in  this  country  by  force  of  that  probate.  If  there  be 
a  personal  estate  in  the  province  of  York  and  Canterbury j 
and  a  probate  be  taken  in  the  province  of  Yorky  the  duty  is 
paid  upon  the  property  in  that  province  only,  and  it  is  not 
paid  upon  the  other  property  until  a  probate  be  taken  in 
the  province  of  Canterbury.^*  Mr.  Baron  Bayley  also 
proceeded  on  the  same  ground :  afler  having  disposed  of 
the  cases  of  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  and  Samerville  v.  Somerville, 
he  says,  "  Now  the  probate  duty  is  only  with  reference  to 
the  gitus  of  the  property,  within  the  limit  of  the  probate. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  case  was  put  of  a  York 
administration,  and  a  Canterbury  administration;  the  du- 
ty with  reference  to  those  will  be  regulated  by  the  amount 
of  property  in  each  of  those  dioceses;  but,  if  there  is  other 
property  not  in  those  dioceses,  but  property  abroad  with  re- 


(a)  Ex  parte  Ewin,  ante,  153. 
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ferenoe  to  which  there  may  be  no  probate  essential,  or 
with  respect  to  which  the  only  probate  will  be  the  probate 
belonging  to  that  country,  that  will  not  be  taken  into 
the  amount  of  duty  paid  either  upon  the  Canterbury 
administration,  or  the  York  administration/'    The  dicia 
in  that  caae,  though  only  obiter  dicia^  are  supported  by 
the  law  and  by  authority*    It  has  been  contended  on  the 
other  side,  that  this  property  would  be  assets  in  the  hands 
of  the  executor.    That,  however,  is  not  the  question  here. 
The  real  question  is,  whether  there  is  any  statute  which 
imposes  the  probate  doty  upon  this  property*    The  words 
of  the  38th  section,  which  is  the  material  section  of  the 
act  of  the  55  Geo.  8,  c  184,  which  imposes  the  duty  in 
question,  are,  ^'that  no  Ecclesiastical  Court  or  person 
shall  grant  probate  of  the  will,  or  letters  of  administration 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  any  person  deceased,  without 
first  requiring  and  receiving  from  the  person  or  persons 
applying  for  the  probate  or  letters  of  administration,  or 
from  some  other  competent  person  or  persons,  an  affida^ 
vit,  &c«,  that  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased,  for 
or  in  respect  of  which  the  probate  or  letters  of  adminis- 
tration is  or  are  to  be  granted,  exclusive  of  what  the  de« 
ceased  shall  have  been  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  as  a 
trustee  for  any  other  person  or  persons,  and  not  bene* 
ficially,  &c«,  in  order  that  the  proper  and  full  stamp 
duty  may  be  paid,  &c."    And  reference  is  made  to  the 
third  part  of  the  schedule,  where  the  same  words  are  used 
as  denoting  the  property  in  respect  of  which  the  duty  is  to 
be  paid;  not  the  property  to  be  administered ;  not  the 
assets ;  but  that  in  respect  of  which  the  administration  is 
granted.    It  is  agreed,  that,  with  respect  to  the  distri- 
bution of  personal  property,  the  situs  is  not  the  matter 
to  be  looked  to.    That  was  decided  in  Somerville  y»  So- 
merville  (a)  and  Bruce  v.  Bruce  (6).    It  is  also  conceded, 

(a)  5  Ves.  750.  {b)  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  229,  n. 
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that,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  granting  of  the  probate,  the 
jurisdiction  is  regulated  by  the  locality  of  the  property. 
If  there  should  be  property  in  this  country  existing  in 
two  provinces,  there  must  be  separate  probates  granted  in 
each  of  them;  and  it  is  clear  that  it  is  the  mtus  of  the  pro- 
perty which  gives  the  jurisdiction  to  the  ordinary.  Sir  IVm. 
Blacksione  (a)  has  taken  great  pains  in  sifting  the  autho*^ 
rities  upon  this  subject,  and  has  given  the  result  of  them. 
He  says:  **  If  all  the  goods  of  the  deceased  lie  within  the- 
same  jurisdiction,  a  probate  before  the  ordinary,  or  an  ad-^ 
ministration  granted  by  him,  are  the  only  proper  ones;  but 
if  the  deceased  had  bona  noiabilia  or  chattels  to  the  value 
of  100^.  in  two  distinct  dioceses  or  jurisdictions,  then  the 
will  must  be  proved,  or  administration  taken  out,  before  the 
Metropolitan  of  the  province,  by  way  of  special  prero- 
gative.**   ''  Which  prerogative  (properly  understood),  is 
grounded  upon  this  reasonable  foundation,  that,  as  the 
bishops  were  themselves  originally  the  adminbtrators  to. 
all  intestates  in  their  own  dioceses,  and  as  the  present 
administrators  are,  in  effect,  no  other  than  their  officers 
or  substitutes,  it  was  impossible  for  the  bishops,  or  those 
who  acted  under  them,  to  collect  any  goods  of  the  de- 
ceased, other  than  such  as  lay  within  their  own  dio- 
ceses, beyond  which  their  episcopal  authority  extends 
not.*'    The  Le^slature  has  drawn  a  distinction  in  the  lan- 
guage used  with  respect  to  the  duty  upon  probates  and 
legacies.    As  to  probates,  the  duty  is  to  be  paid  upon  the 
estate  and  efifects  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the  probate 
or  letters  of  administration  are  granted ;  but,  with  respect  to 
legacies,  it  refers  to  the  payment  and  discharge.    The  le- 
gacy duty  is  therefore  payable  for  every  legacy,  specific  or 
pecuniary,  charged  upon  personal  or  moveable  estate,  and 
which  shall  be  paid,  delivered,  retained,  satisfied,  or  dis- 
charged ;  and  the  same  distinction  was  taken  in  the  case  of 
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Ewin  (a),  before  this  Court.  The  Court  there  express- 
ly said,  that  the  legatee  should  pay  the  legacy  duty,  be- 
cause the  legacy  was  paid  to  hiin  in  this  country.  The 
distribution  and  payment  is  that  upon  which  the  legacy 
duty  attaches ;  but  the  locality  of  the  property  at  the  tiine 
of  the  death  of  the  party  regulates  its  liability  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  probate  duty. 

The  next  consideration  is,  whether  there  is  any  founda- 
tion for  the  argument  used  on  the  other  side,  that  the  lo- 
cality may  shift  after  the  death  of  the  party,  or  whether  it 
is  to  be  determined  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor. The  form  of  the  probate  is  the  best  test  of  the  pro- 
perty in  respect  to  which  it  is  granted.  It  runs  thus : — 
"  the  deceased  having  while  living,  and  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  goods,  &c.,  in  divers  jurisdictions,  by  reason  whereof 
the  proving  &c.  and  administration  of  the  said  goods,  and 
also  the  auditing,  allowing,  and  final  discharging  the  amount 
i/tereoff  appertain  to  us,  and  not  to  any  inferior  judge.** 

The  power  given  in  certain  cases  to  alter  and  increase 
the  probate,  does  not  affect  this  question ;  it  relates  only 
to  cases  where  a  portion  of  the  property  would  be  be- 
yond .the  pecuniary  limits  of  the  administration,  and  not 
known  at  the  time;  and  in  order  to  cover  the  mistake  in 
the  oath,  power  is  given  to  alter  it;  but  there  is  nothing 
to  meet  the  present  case,  or  to  shew  that  the  probate  duty 
is  to  be  increased  where  property  is  subsequently  brought 
within  the  local  scope  of  the  probate.  By  the  32nd  clause 
of  the  act  imposing  the  probate  duty,  a  party  not  prov« 
ing  is  liable  to  most  severe  penalties;  and  supposing 
these  rentes  had  been  the  only  property  of  which  the  tes- 
tator died  possessed,  is  the  executor  to  be  liable  to  the 
penalty  because  he  had  not  proved  in  respect  of  them? 
It  would  surely  be  going  a  great  way,  if  the  Court  were  to 
hold  that  he  is  to  obtain  probate,  subject  to  a  penalty  for 


{b)  Ante,  153. 
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all  property  m  resp^t  of  which  the  probate  is  not 
granted.  It  is  impossible  that  he  would  be  liable  to  the 
penalty;  and,  if  he  is  not  so  liable,  this  cannot  be  property 
in  respect  of  which  the  probate  is  granted.  The  92nd  ca- 
non (a)  ordains,  that  all  chancellors,  or  officials,  or  any  other 
exercising  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  whatsoever;  shall,  at 
the  first,  charge  with  an  oath,  all  persons  called,  or  vo- 
luntarily appearing  before  them  for  the  probate  of  any 
will,  or  the  administration  of  any  goods,  whether  they 
know  or  firmly  believe  that. the  party  deceased  bad,  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  any  goods  or  good  debts  in  any 
other  diocese  or  dioceses,  or  peculiar  jurisdictions  with- 
in  that  province,  than  that  wherein  the  said  party  died. 
This  establishes  the  difference  between  the  jurisdic- 
tions, and  that  it  is  to  be  defined  by  the  property  that 
the  deceased  had,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  within  the  ju* 
risdiction.  The  93rd  canon  (6)  directs,  "  That  no  Judge  of 
the  Archbishop's  Prerogative  shall  henceforward  cite,  or 
cause  to  be  cited,  ex  officio^  any  person  whatsoever,  to  any 
of  the  aforesaid  intents,  unless  he  have  knowledge,  that 
the  party  deceased  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  possess* 
ed  of  goods  and  chattels  in  some  other  diocese  or  dioceses, 
or  peculiar  jurisdiction  within  that  province."  Therefore, 
it  seems  to  be  quite  clear,  that  the  power  and  jurisdiction 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  is  limited  by  the  local  position 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  or  intestate's 
death ;  and  that  it  cannot  apply  to  property  brought  into 
the  jurisdiction  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  argument  on  the  other  side  assumes,  that  this  pro* 
perty,  which  was  brought  into  England^  had  been  obtain- 
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ed  in  France,  under  the  probate ;  but  the  fact  is  directly 
the  reverse.  It  was  not  obtained  under  the  probate,  but 
by  virtue  of  the  will.  The  party  was  dead,  and  the  pro- 
perty was  to  go  to  his  successor.  Such  succession  is  to  be 
ascertained  by  the  dbposition  of  the  party  who  has  died, 
diat  is,  by  his  will ;  and  a  sufficient  title  is  given  by  the 
law  of  all  countries  under  the  will.  The  fact,  that  the 
gOTemment  in  France,  under  whose  authority  it  was  paid 
oyer,  were  not  satisfied  with  the  act  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  is  clear,  from  their  requiring  proof  of  the  death 
of  the  intestate,  which,  if  they  had  relied  upon  the  decision 
of  our  Ecclesiastical  Court,  would  have  been  unnecessary. 
In  Tourion  v.  Flower  (a),  Lord  Chancellor  Talbot  said, 
*'  That  although  the  letters  of  administration  had  been 
obtained  in  France,  the  Court  could  take  no  notice  of 
what  was  done  in  a  Spiritual  Court  beyond  sea,  upon 
that  subject.*'  So,  in  France,  they  would  not  take  notice 
of  the  decision  of  our  CourtSi  but  they  would  take  notice 
of  an  act  done  by  the  party  whose  property  these  rentes 
were.  In  a  Court  of  Law  in  this  coontry,  they  would  not 
take  notice  of  a  Fremek  probate,  and  it  may,  therefore,  be 
assumed,  thai  tke  English  probate  would  not  be  acted  up- 
on im  Prance.  Andf  in  Jauncey  t.  Sealey  (6),  it  was  de- 
cided, that  where  all  the  property  of  a  person  dying  abroad 
was  in  a  foreign  country,  the  will  need  not  be  proved 
here. 

FoUeit,  in  reply. — ^The  cases  cited  for  the  defendant 
establish,  that  the  Courts  of  this  country  do  not  recognise 
the  acts  of  foreign  Spiritual  Courts,  and  therefore  shew^ 
that  an  executor,  seeking  to  recover,  in  this  country,  pro- 
perty locally  situate  abroad,  at  the  lime  of  his  testator's 
death,  must  take  out  probate  in  this  country  for  that 

(a)  3  P.  Wms.  371 .  (h)  1  Ver.  397. 
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puqx>9e;  and  be  must,  therefore,  clearly  be  liable  to  the       Revenue, 
payment  of  probate  duty  on  such  property. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Lyndhurst. — This  case  arises  out  of  the  statute 
55  Geo.  8,  c.  184,  by  which  a  stamp  duty  is  imposed  upon 
the  probate  of  wills.  By  the  terms  of  the  act  the  amount 
of  the  duty  is  regulated  by  the  value  ofiheestcUe  and  ef- 
feeUfor  or  in  respect  of  which  the  probate  is  granted; 
and  the  question  therefore  is,  for  or  in  respect  of  what 
estate  and  effects  was  the  probate  granted  in  the  present 
instance.  Formerly,  in  cases  of  intestacy,  the  ordinary,  or 
spiritual  judge  had  a  right  to  administer.  '*  The  probate 
of  wills  {sLBBlackstone{a)  observes)  followed  of  course,  for 
it  was  thought  just  and  natural,  that  the  will  of  the  de- 
ceased should  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  prelate 
whose  right  of  distributing  his  chattels  for  the  good  of  his 
soul  was  superseded  thereby."  But  when  probate  was 
passed  (that  is,  when  the  ordinary  has  declared  that  he  is 
satisfied  as  to  the  will),  the  executor  derives  his  power  not 
from  the  probate,  but  from  the  will.  Ashurst,  J.  (6),  says 
expressly,  **  The  executor  has  a  right,  immediately  upon 
the  death  of  the  testator;  probate  is  a  mere  ceremony,  but, 
when  passed,  the  executor  does  not  derive  his  title  under 
the  probate,  but  under  the  will.  Probate  is  only  evidence 
of  his  right."  So,  Plowden^  S80,  probate  is  but  a  confirm- 
ation and  allowance  of  what  the  testator  has  done.  The 
jurisdiction  to  grant  probate  is  regulated  by  the  place  of 
the  testator's  death,  and  the  local  situation  of  his  efiects 
at  the  time  of  his  death.  If,  for  example,  he  die  in  one 
diocese,  and  have  bona  notabilia,  that  is,  goods  to  the  va« 
lue  of  5/.,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  another  diocese  of  the 
same  province,  the  jurisdiction  belongs  to  the  metropoli- 
tan. If  he  have  also,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  effects  to  the 
above  amount  in  more  than  one  diocese  of  the  other  pro- 

(a)  2  Com.  494.  (b)  Smith  v.  MiUes^  I T.  R.  480. 

CC2 
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lievtnue, 


Att.  Gen. 

r. 
DjMON'D. 


vince,  the  archbishops  shall,  in  each  province,  grant  a  pro* 
bate  according  to  the  bona  noiabiUa^  within  their  respec- 
tive jurisdictions  (a).  The  probate  is  granted  in  respect  of 
the  effects  which  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  spirit- 
ual judge  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  The  jurisdiction 
is  exercised  in  respect  of  these  effects  only.  If  the  exe- 
cutor thinks  fit,  he  may  remove  the  goods  from  one  juris- 
diction to  another,  he  may  shift  them  from  jurisdiction  to 
jurisdiction.  But  this  does  not  affect  the  right  of  grant- 
ing probate,  which  is  regulated  by  the  local  situation  of 
the  effects  at  the  testator's  death  (6).  If  they  are  removed 
into  another  jurisdiction,  it  is  not  necessary  to  obtain  any 
sanction  or  authority  from  such  jurisdiction. 

But  it  is  said,  that  the  property,  in  this  casCi  was  part  of 
the  assets  of  the  testator,  and  w^s  received  as  such  by  the 
executor ;  undoubtedly  these  rents  did  form  a  part  of  the  tes- 
tator's assets.  The  effects  of  the  testator  are  assets  where- 
ever  situated,  whether  at  home  or  abroad;  and  such  effects 
as  are  in  a  foreign  country  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  j 
although  they  remain  and  are  wholly  administered  there  by 
the  executor,  are  equally  assets.  But  probate  is  not  grant- 
ed in  respect  of  the  assets  generally,  but  in  respect  of  such 
part  of  them  as  are,  at  the  testator's  death,  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  spiritual  judge  by  whom  it  is  granted. 

It  was  also  urged,  that  the  property,  in  this  case,  was  ob« 
tained  by  means  of  the  probate,  and  was,  therefore,  liable 
to  the  duty.  It  is  true,  that  a  notarial  copy  of  the  probate, 
and  a  notarial  certificate  of  the  burial  of  the  testator^  and 
a  notarial  copy  or  extract  of  the  will,  shewing  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  defendant  as  executor,  were  produced  at  the 


{a)  But  if  there  are  bona  notabi- 
lia  in  different  dioceses  of  one  pro- 
vince, and  in  one  diocese  only  of 
the  other,  in  respect  to  the  former 
the  archbishop  shall  have  the  pro- 
bate, in  respect  to  the  latter  the 


particular  bishop.  Off.  Ex.  48. 

(b)  The  property  in  this  case  was 
bonum  notabile  in  Franccy  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  spintuai  Courts  of 
this  country. 
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bank  o{  France;  upon  which  the  bank,  without  the  inter- 
vention, as  it  seems,  of  any  tribunal,  allowed  the  rentes  to 
be  sold:  they  appear  to  have  been  satisfied  by  those  do- 
cuments that  the  defendant  was  executor,  and  entitled  to 
the  property,  and  they  acted  accordingly.  Whether  they 
would  have  been  satisfied  by  any  other  evidence,  and 
without  the  production  of  the  copy  of  the  probate,  we 
have  no  means  of  determining.  But,  admitting  that  the 
production  of  the  notarial  copy  of  the  probate  was  neces- 
sary to  satisfy  the  bank  of  the  title  of  the  executor,  still 
that  circumstance  does  not  appear  to  us  to  affect  the  ques- 
tion, which  is,  whether  the  probate  teas  granted  for  or  in 
respect  of  this  property.  It  could  not  be  granted  for  or  in 
respect  of  it,  because  the  property  was,  at  the  death  of  the 
testator^  in  a  foreign  country,  and  consequently  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  spiritual  judge.  In  the  case  of  Logan 
V.  Fairlie,  which  was  cited,  funds  were  remitted  from 
India  to  England  after  the  testator's  death.  The  learned 
Judge,  upon  the  facts  before  him,  considered  that  portion 
of  the  funds  as  administered  here,  and  that  a  legacy  duty 
was  therefore  payable.  But  it  is  not  the  administration  of 
assets  that  renders  the  probate  duty  payable,  but  the  lo- 
cal situation  of  the  assets  at  the  testator's  death.  We 
think,  therefore,  the  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  de« 
fendant. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 


IH31. 


Att.  Gem. 

V. 
DlMOND. 


After  the  judgment,  FoUett  applied,  on  behalf  of  the 
Attorney-Generals  to  turn  the  case  into  a  special  verdict, 
insisting  that  the  Attorney-General^  by  virtue  of  his  of- 
fice, might  demand  it. 

Merewether  resisted  the  application. 


Bayley,  B. — I  know  not  by  what  authority  we  can  con- 
vert a  statement  of  facts  into  a  finding  upon  oath,  except 
by  the  consent  of  the  parties. 
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Revenue, 
1831. 


Att.  Gen. 

V 
DiMOND. 


Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.C.  B. — If  the  prerogmdye  exists, 
it  may  be  exercised  by  the  officers  of  the  Crown,  without 
the  assistance  of  the  Court.  The  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere (a). 


(a)  The  case  stood  over  until  the 
sittings  after  Term,  to  enable  the 
Crown  officers  to  consider  this  ques- 
tion. In  the  result,  the  judgmeift 
of  the  Court  was  acquiesced  in,  the 
Attorney- Generalheing  of  opinion, 
as  the  reporters  are  informed,  that, 
if  the  prerogative  existed,  it  ought 
not  to  be  enforced. 

It  seems  difficult  to  answer  the 
observation  of  Mr.  B.  Bayley;  and 
yet,  even  in  modem  times,  this 
prerogative  has  been  acted  upon. 
In  The  Attomey-Gentral  v.  Boc- 
rAitf,  9  Price,  30,  the  Court  gave 
judgment  for  the  defendants;  where- 
upon Shepherdf  for  the  Crown, 
moved  to  turn  the  case  into  a  spe- 


cial verdict,  which,  as  the  defend- 
ant would  not  consent,  the  Court 
refused ;  but  afterwards.  Sir  Robert 
Gifford  demanded  it  as  a  matter  of 
right  by  virtue  of  his  office,  and  the 
Court  conceded  the  point.  The 
following  rule  was  drawn  up: — 
H^^ry  Term,  1  Geo.  4,  12th  Fe- 
hruary^  1820.  Upon  the  motion 
of  Sir  Robert  Gijford^  Knt.,  bis 
Majesty's  il/famey-Geiieni/,  on  be- 
half of  his  Majesty,  praying  that 
the  case  made  in  this  cause  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  may  be  turn- 
ed  into  a  special  verdict  for  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  it  is  by  the 
Court  hereby  ordered  as  prayed. 


Rxch,  of  Pleas,  EVANS  V.  DuKCOMBE. 

SembU-^Thhi  NOTICE  of  trial  having  been  given  in  this  case,  Mr. 
of  thircourt"**^  Gr^eii,  who  acted  throughout  the  cause  as  the  attorney  for 
pracUainginthis  ^hg  defendant  through  a  clerk  in  court,  gave  the  follow- 

Court  through  a  .  **  i        . 

eierk  in  court,     ing  Undertaking:  ''I,  the  undersigned,  agree  to  pay  the 

■ummiu^  juris-    ^^bt  and  costs  in  this  action,   16th  Jfi/y,   1830.     Jokm 

d^donofthu      Green.""    In  consequence  of  this  undertaking,  the  plain- 

Sembie—Tiuit  tiff  did  not  proceed  to  trial;  but  Mr.  Green  afterwards  re- 

the  Court  will       ^        ,  i       j   i.  j 

compel  an  attor-  fuscd  to  pay  the  debt  and  costs. 

ney  to  perform 
an  undertaking 

entered  into  by        ChiUou  movcd  for  a  rulf  to  show  causc  why  Mr.  Green 

him,  notwith- 
standing it  Is 
void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  no  action  can  be  brought  upon  it. 
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should  not  pay  the  debt  and  costs  in  the  action^  and  also  ^*^.^^,^*^^ 
the  costs  of  the  application.  v      y     ^ 

The  first  difficulty  in  this  case  is»  that  the  party  against  Bvams 
whom  this  application  is  made  is  not  an  attorney  of  this  Duvcoubb. 
Court 9  but  conducted  this  suit  through  a  clerk  in  court, 
his  agent  It  may,  therefore,  be  said,  that,  not  being  an 
officer  of  this  Court,  this  Court  cannot  exercise  a  summary 
jurisdiction  over  him.  No  solemn  decision  is  reported  up-* 
on  this  subject,  but  there  are  several  instances  in  which 
such  an  application  has  been  granted. 

[Bajflet/f  B. — As  at  present  advised,  I  think  that  we 
ought  not  to  grant  this  rule,  unless  some  instance  can  be 
produced  In  which  such  an  application  has  been  enter- 
tained]. 

In  Payne  v.  Johnson  (a)  an  attachment  was  granted 
against  an  attorney,  not  of  this  Court,  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  a  sum  of  money  pursuant  to  his  undertaking.  And 
in  Hudson  v.  Handley  (6),  this  Court  granted  a  rule  call- 

(fl)  Payne  w.  Johnson,  Exchequer y  IVtnify  Term,  1787. 

Upon  the  motion  of  Mr.  Gihhn^  of  counsel  for  Jamet  Parsons,  the  de- 
fendant't  late  solicitor,  and  readinfi^  the  rule  made  in  this  cause,  of  the 
2Ut  day  of  Mi^  last,  and  the  affidavit  of  Willwm  Proby,  it  is  ordered 
that  an  attachment  agunst  Walter  Hill^  gentleman>  for  non-payment 
of  the  sum  of  8/.  4s.  3d.  allowed  to  the  said  James  Parsons  upon  the  taxa- 
tion of  his  bill  of  costs  pursuant  to  the  undertaking  of  the  said  Walter 
Hiil  in  that  respect,  and  of  the  further  sum  of  8/.  I8f.  4d.  allowed  to 
the  said  James  Parsons  for  his  costs  of  taxing  his  said  bill  of  costs. 

(&)  Hudson  v.  Handlkt,  Exchequer,  Trinity  Term,  1830. 
A  QUO  mmta  having  issued  against  the  defendant,  Maudsley,  an  at- 
torney of  the  King^s  Bench,  indorsed  upon  the  writ  an  undertaking  to 
appear.    No  appearance  having  been  entered  for  the  defendant — 

Chilton  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  Maudsley  to  shew  cause  why 
he  should  not  cause  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  tlie  defendant, 
pursuant  to  his  undertaking,  and  why  the  defendant  should  not  plead 
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*«*•  »/  ^^^f  ing  upon  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Kings  Bench  to  shew 
^     cause  why  he  should  not  enter  an  appearance  pursuant  to 
Evans        his  undertaking,  which  rule  was  afterwards  made  abso- 
lute. 


DUNCOMBE. 


In  the  latter  case,  the  attorney  did  nothing  in  the  suit, 
but  merely  undertook  to  appear,  which  he  could  only  do 
through  a  clerk  in  court;  here,  however,  the  attorney  has 
conducted  this  suit  throughout*  That,  therefore,  is  a 
much  stronger  instance  than  the  present.  Indeed,  a  con- 
trary doctrine  would  paralize  the  summary  jurisdiction  of 
the  Courts  over  attomies,  a  jurisdiction  highly  beneficial 
to  clients ;  for  if  the  Court  could  not  act  in  this  instance, 
an  attorney  of  one  Court  might  always  practise  in  another 
Court,  through  another  attorney  of  that  Court,  with  impu* 
nity.  Over  the  clerk  in  court  the  Court  cannot  exercise 
its  authority,  for  he  is  but  the  agent,  in  no  way  implicated 
in  the  transaction.  The  circumstance  of  an  attorney  prac« 
tising  through  an  agent  gives  the  Court  a  jurisdiction  over 
the  principal. 

Secondly,  it  may  be  said,  that  no  action  can  be  brought 
upon  this  undertaking,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Court  will 
not  interfere  in  a  summary  mode.  Upon  this  pointy  like* 
wise,  there  is  no  reported  case;  but  the  Court  of  King*s> 
Bench  have  determined.  In  re  Greaves  (a),  that  an  at- 

inMtanler^  and  take  short  notice  of  trial;  and  why  MaudtUy  should  not 
pay  the  costs  of  the  application,  and  the  costs,  if  any,  caused  by  lua 
neglecting  to  appear  for  the  defendant. 

Tins  rule  was  afterwards  made  absolute. 

(a)  In  re  Greaves,  Gent,  King*s  Benehy  Hilary  Term,  1827. 

An  action  having  been  commenced  in  the  Common  PUtu,  and  judg- 
ment obtained.  Greaves,  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Xtiig*i  Bench,  but 
not  an  aUomey  of  the  Common  Pletu,  who  was  attorney  for  the  defend- 
ant, proposed  to  compromise  the  action,  and  agreed  verbally  to  give  hia 
two  promissory  notes  for  the  debt  and  costs,  payable  at  six  and  nine 
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tomey,  being  connusant  of  the  law,  shall  not,  by  entering  Exeh,-  of  PUar, 
into  an  undertaking  which  cannot  be  enforced  by  action, 
depriYe  the  party  of  his  remedy,  and  take  advantage  of  his 
own  wrong. 


Eyavs 
r. 


months,  in  conndeniticm  of  tbe  plaintiff  staying  proceediDgB.  This 
was  accepted  by  the  plaintiff;  but  Greavei  afterwards  declined  to  give  the 
bills;  whereupon  Aldertan  obtuned  a  rule  calling  upon  Greaves  to  pay 
the  debt  and  costs. 


Hoiroyd  shewed  canse^— There  is  no  cause  depending  in  this  Court, 
and  the  undertaking  by  Greaves  is  not  necessarily  connected  with  his 
character  of  attorney.  The  only  cases  in  which  the  Court  will  interfere 
in  a  summary  way  against  an  attorney,  are  either  for  something  done 
or  omitted  in  a  cause  or  proceeding  depending  in  Court,  or  where  an 
attorney  is  employed  in  a  matter  so  connected  with  his  profesdonal 
character  as  to  afford  a  presumption  that  his  character  formed  the 
ground  of  his  employment  by  the  client.  In  such  cases  the  Court  will 
mterfere  in  a  summary  way,  to  compel  an  attorney  faithfully  to  exe- 
cute a  trust  reposed  in  him.  This  appears  by  the  cases  of  In  re  Aitlmt, 
4  B.  &  A.  47 ;  In  re  Knight,  1  Bingh.  91 ;  and  De  Woolfe  and  others 

T. ,  2  Chit.  Rep.  68.    But  the  promise  is  void  by  the  statute  of 

frauds ;  for  the  original  defendant  still  remained  liable,  and  this  undertake 
ing  should  have  been  in  writing.  Now,  it  is  not  usual  for  Courts  to  inter- 
fere to  enforce  a  mere  parol  promise,  where  there  is  nothing  criminal, 
hi  Beal  v.  Lampstaff^2  Wils.  37 1>  bail  entered  into  a  recognizance  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  who,  in  consideration  thereof, 
promised  to  save  them  harmless;  afterwards,  the  goods  of  the  bail 
having  been  taken,  a  motion  was  made,  that  tbe  attorney  should  make 
satisfaction  to  the  bail;  sed  per  cur. — ^This  is  only  a  breach  of  a  parol 
promise,  and  we  cannot  interfere  in  a  summary  way,  here  being  no- 
thing criminal. 

AUerson,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Per  Cur. — Even  suppoung  the  undertaking  to  be  void  by  the  statute 
of  frauds,  this  Court  may,  nevertheless,  exercise  a  summary  jurisdic- 
tion over  one  of  its  own  officers,  an  attorney  of  the  Court  The  un- 
dertaking was  given  by  the  party  in  his  character  of  attorney,  and  in 
that  character  the  Court  may  compel  lum  to  perform  it  An  attorney  is 
connusant  of  the  law;  and  if  he  give  an  undertaking  which  he  must 
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^»€h.^pi0as,      BATiXTt  B.~I  fcd  t^^mrj  giwt  dflficulty  in  saying  that 

'    the  Court  can,  upon  a  summary  applicationy  enforce  the 

EvAMf        performance  of  a  contract  which  could  not  be  enforced  by 

Ml 

DvvcoHBB.     action;  but  the  case  cited  is  certainly  an  authority  for  the 
application. 

With  respect  to  the  first  question,  it  is  advisable  that 
that  should  be  considered,  because  it  is  very  important 
that  the  Court  should  exercise  a  jurisdiction  over  attomies 
practising  through  their  agents  in  this  Court  There  can 
be  no  doubt  but  that  the  country  attorney  was,  properly 
speaking,  the  attorney  in  the  cause,  and  that  the  clerk  in 
court  was  merely  the  agent;  and,  therefore,  if  there  has 
been  misconduct,  it  is  particularly  desirable  that  the  Court 
should  have  the  power  of  exercising  their  summary  juris- 
diction over  the  country  attorney.  In  the  case  cited,  how- 
ever, from  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench,  the  action  in  which 
the  undertaking  was  given  was  in  the  Court  of  Cammam 
Pleas,  and  yet,  as  the  party  was  not  an  attorney  of  that 
Court,  the  application  was  made  in  the  Court  of  King*s 
Bench.  Here,  likewise,  the  party  is  not  an  attorney  of 
this  Court,  in  which  the  action  is  brought ;  and,  therefore, 
that  case  is  certainly  a  strong  instance  against  making  the 
application  in  this  Court.  The  foundatien  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court  exercised  in  such  cases  is,  that  the  party 
is  an  attorney  of  the  Court  in  which  the  application  is 
made;  upon  this  principle  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  must 
have  acted.  I  cannot,  however,  but  think,  that  it  is  very 
desirable  that  this  Court  should  have  a  control  over  all 

know  to  be  void,  he  shall  not  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
^vrong,  and  say  that  the  undertaking  cannot  be  enforced. 

Rule  absolute.  The  party  to  pay  the  amount  of 
the  first  note,  and  the  costs  of  Uie  application, 
within  ten  days,  and  the  amoant  of  the  second 
note,  within  pine  mon^s  from  the  ttme  of  the 
agreement. 
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persons  who  practise  or  conduct  a  suit  in  this  Court:  but  s^ch.  rfPU^^ 

if,  upon  inquiry,  it  should  turn  out  that  the  practice  has  ^  *^*'  ^ 

been  to  apply  to  the  Court  of  which  the  party  is  an  at-  Etaxs 

tomey,  that  course  must  be  adhered  to.  Duncomse. 

Rule  nisi. 


No  cause  was  shewn  against  the  rule,  which  was  made-— 

Absolute  (a). 


(a)  This  case  was  spoken  to  on 
seTend  days,  and  the  above  is  the 
resnlt  of  the  discussion. 

On  complunt  of  one  of  the  de- 
fendant's bail,  of  his  having  been 
made  liable  to  pay  the  pluntiflPs 
debt  and  costs,  by  a  prosecution 
on  the  bail  bond,  through  the  mis- 
conduct of  Mr.  Skiimer,  an  attor- 
ney employed  for  the  defendant, 
who  had  put  in  bail  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  instead  of  this 


Court,  a  rule  was  made  absolute 
upon  him  to  rdmburse  the  biul; 
but  it  afterwards  appearing  that 
Skinner  was  not  an  attorney  of 
tins  Court,  and  that  he  never  act- 
ed by  himself^  or  in  the  name  of 
another  attorney,  in  any  one  in- 
stance in  this  cause  in  this  Court, 
the  rule  was  discharged.  Craven 
V.  BilUngdejf,  C.  P.  M.  24  G.  2, 
Barnes  47 


Baonall  r.  Shiphau. 

A  RULE  nisi  to  change  the  venue  from  the  county  of  A.  The  rule  to 
to  the  county  of  £.  having  been  obtained  in  this  case,  up-  ^^J^f"*|i]2* 
on  the  usual  aflSdavit —  Comti  a  rule 

niti,  which 
makes  itaelf  ab« 

Sir  fVm.  Owen  now  offered  to  shew  cause  afirainst  that  «>i«te,  "nieas 

^  catue  be  shewn 

rule,  but—  on  or  before  the 

day  mentioned 
in  the  rule;  and 

Ckilion  interposed,  and  objected  that  the  affidavits  in  ^t*th?t  ZyT 
answer  to  the  rule,  which  were  sworn  after  the  day  upon  cannot  he  used 
which,  by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  rule  was  absolute.      The  venue' 
could  not  be  read.  Ka'tt- 

ginal  county  in 
which  it  was 
laid,  only  upon  an  undertaking  to  give  material  evidence  m  that  county. 
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Erek,  of  Pkas,      Bayley,  B. — By  the  practice  of  this  Court,  the  rule 
s,.....^..^     was  absolute  before  these  affidavits  were  sworn ;  we  must 
Baonall      conform  to  the  practice,  and  the  affidavits  cannot  be  read 
SairHAK.      to  shew  cause. 

Sir  fFm.  Owen  then  moved  to  bring  back  the  venue  to 
the  county  of  A.,  upon  an  undertaking  to  give  material 
evidence  in  the  county  of  A.,  or  in  the  county  of  C,  it 
appearing  upon  his  affidavits  that  the  cause  of  action 
arose,  not  in  the  county  of  B.,  but  in  the  county  of  C;  and 
he  relied  upon  the  cases  of  Bowden  v.  Glasson  (a),  HwU 
V.  Bridgeford{b\  Neale  y.  Nevill  {e)^  Savory  v.  SpooH" 
er  (rf),  Pawel  v.  Bich  (e),  and  Smith  v.  Walker  (/)• 

Chilion,  contra,  submitted,  that  the  practice  of  this 
Court  differed  from  that  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleat, 
and  cited  Emery  v.  Emery  (g),  in  which  this  Court  de- 
cided, that  the  plaintiff  could  only  bring  back  the  venue 
into  the  county  in  which  it  was  originally  laid,  by  under- 
taking to  give  material  evidence  in  that  county. 

Bayley,  B. — It  may  be  desirable  that  the  practice  of 
all  the  Courts  should  be  assimilated;  but,  until  that  is  done, 
we  are  bound  by  the  practice  of  this  Court  That  prac- 
tice has  been  correctly  stated  by  Mr.  Chilton;  and  unless 
the  plaintiff  will  undertake  to  give  material  evidence  in 
the  county  in  which  he  originally  laid  his  venue,  he  can 
take  nothing  by  his  motion. 

Rule  refused  (A). 


{a)  5  Price,  359.  {h)  The  practice  of  the  three 

(6)  5  Taunt.  259.  Courts  diifer  from  each  other  lo 

(c)  6  Taunt.  565.  the  mode  of  changing  the  venue. 

(d)  6  Id.  565;  2  Marsh.  278.  First,  with  respect  to  the  time 

(e)  7  Taunt.  178;  2  Marsh.  494.  ^thin  which  the  venue  may  he 
(/)  2  Moore,  64;  8Taunt  169.  changed:— 

ig)  6  Price,  336.  In  the  King's  Bench,  the  rule  to 
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dmxkge  the  venue  must  formerly 
hare  been  moved  for  within  eight 
days  after  the  declaration  was  de- 
livered, 2  Salk.  ees,  which  was  the 
time  allowed  by  the  rules  of  the 
Court  for  pleading;  Id.  2  Str. 
1192;  but  it  is  now  settled,  that, 
where  the  defendant  has  not  ob- 
tained an  order  for  time  to  plead 
he  may  move  to  change  the  venue 
at  any  time  before  plea  pleaded, 
R.  M.  1654,  s.  5.  K.  B.  GUb. 
K.  B.  339,  and  he  may  change  the 
venue  after  an  order  for  time  to 
plead,  though  upon  the  terms  of 
pleading  issuably ;  Say.  Rep.  207 ; 
1  Tidd,  608 ;  but  not  after  an  or- 
der for  time  to  plead,  where  tlie 
terms  are  to  plead  issuably,  and 
take  short  notice  of  trial  at  the 
first  or  other  sittings  within  Term 
in  London  or  Middljuex,  because  a 
trial  would  by  that  means  be  lost, 
Gowp.  51 1;  7  T.  R.  698;  but  see 
I  Wils.  245,  contra.  And  after 
plea  pleaded,  the  venue  cannot  in 
general  be  changed  at  the  instance 
of  the  defendant,  even  though  he 
afterwards  have  leave  to  withdraw 
his  plea,  and  plead  de  novo,  with  a 
notice  of  set-off.  1  Tidd,  608. 

In  the  Common  Pleas,  as  in  the 
Court  of  Kin^i  RencA,  the  motion 
may  now  be  made  at  any  time  be- 
fore plea  pleaded,  R.  M.  1654,  s. 
8,  G.  P.,  notwithstandipg  the  de- 
fendant may  liave  obtained  time 
to  plead;  \^^es,  318;  Barnes, 
489;  R. M.  16  Geo.  2,  C.  P.;  un- 
less he  be  under  terms  of  taking 
short  notice  of  trial  in  London  or 
Middlesex,  Barnes,  478 ;  2  B.  & 
P.  320;  3  Id.  12;  or  for  the  ad- 
journed sittings  after  Term,  in 
London.  Barnes,  493;  1  Bingh. 


BAONALb 
V. 

Sbipuam, 


186;  7  Moore,  598.    The  motibn  Bxdu  of  PUas^ 
cannot  however  be  made  after  plea         *  ^^  * 
in  abatement,  4  Bingh.  18,  or  in 
bar,  Oas.  Pr.  C.  P.  33,   112;   2 
Moore,  64;  unless  the  justice  of 
the  case  clearly  reqmre   it;    11 
Moore,  384;  though  a  rule  ntn 
obtuned  before  plea*  may,  in  this 
Court,  after  plea  be  made  abso- 
lute. Cas.  Pr.  C.  P.  136;  Barnes,. 
492 ;  3  B.  &  P.  12;  1  Taunt.  58* 
And  the  rule  cannot  be  moved  for 
on  the  last  day  of  Term,  unless  the 
declaration  were  delivered  so  late 
that  the  defendant  had  not  an  op. 
portunity  of  making  the  motion 
sooner.   1  Tidd,  609. 

In  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  the 
venue  cannot  be  changed  after  a 
trial  has  been  had,  1  Price,  146, 
nor  after  the  defendant  has  ob-^ 
t«ned  an  order  to  plead  "  on  all 
the  usual  terms;"  for  it  is  consi- 
dered one  of  those  terms,  that  the 
defendant  shall  not  move  to  change. 
the  venue;  3  Price,  3;  2  M<CI.  & 
Y.  106,  and  therefore,  where  the 
order  for  time  to  plead  is  intended 
to  be  without  prejudice  to  a 
change  of  venue,  it  ^ould  be  so 
expressed  in  the  summons. 

With  respect  to  the  mode  of 
changing  the  venue,  the  same  af^ 
fidavit  is  required  in  all  the  Courts ; 
but,  in  the  Kings  Bench  it  is  a 
motion  of  course  upon  counsel's 
signature,  absolute  in  the  first 
instance.  1  Clutt.  Rep.  691  a;  in 
the  Common  Fleas,  it  is  a  rule  to 
shew  cause;  and  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  it  is  a  rule  nisi,  a  rule 
peculiar  to  that  Court,  which 
makes  itself  absolute^  unless  cause 
be  shewn  on  or  before  the  day 
specified  in  the  rule. 


S78 


CA8B8  IN  TH8  BXCHEQUBR, 


1831. 


Bagrall 

9. 

SritbaM; 


Lastly,  M  to  the  mode  of  briag- 
ing  back  the  TCBoe.  In  the 
Kings  Benehf  where  the  rale  has 
beea  regularly  obtainedy  and  is 
absolute  in  the  first  instance,  the 
only  mode  by  which  the  plaintiff 
can  bring  back  the  Tcnue,  is,  by  a 
separate  motion,  which  is  a  mo- 
tion of  course,  requiring  only 
counsel's  signature,  upon  an  un* 
dertaking  to  give  material  evi* 
dence  in  the  county  in  which  the 
▼enue  was  originally  laid.  2  Salk. 
669;  6  Taunt.  567;  I  Chitt.Kep. 
378.  And  although  in  one  case, 
7  T.  R.  306,  it  was  holden,  that, 
where  the  cause  of  action  accrued 
IB  several  counties,  the  venue 
might  be  brought  back  to  the 
original  county;  it  is  now  fully 
settled,  that  the  only  mode  of  re* 
tuning  the  venue  is  by  an  under- 
taking to  give  material  evidence 
In  the  county  in  which  it  was 
originally  lud.  6  East,  433;  2 
Smith,  447;  1  WiU.  162;  10  East, 
32;  1  Chitt  Rep.  691  a;  2  B.  & 
A.  618. 

In  the  Common  Plioi,  the  rule 
to  change  the  venue  being  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  only,  that  Couit 
exercises  a  discretion  upon  the 
discussion  of  the  rule,  accordiBg 
to  the  circumstances  of  each  case; 


and  in  many  instances  rules  have 
been  dischai^ed  without  requiring 
any  undertaking  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant.  It  is  dso  the  uni- 
form practice  of  that  Court,  where 
the  cause  of  action  arises  in  se- 
veral counties,  to  discharge  the 
rule  to  change  the  venue  upon  an 
undertaking  in  the  alternative,  to 
give  material  evidence  in  some  of 
them ;  and,  where  the  whole  canse 
of  action  arises  abroad,  to  dis- 
(^harge  the  rule  without  anunto^ 
taking.  See  1  Udd,  61 1,  6l2. 

In  the  Exchequer,  however,  al- 
though the  contrary  was  in  one 
case  dedded,  5  Price,  359,  it  is 
now  the  uniform  practice  not  to 
enter  into  the  dmimstances  of 
the  case,  but,  if  there  be  a  pon- 
tive  affidavit  that  the  cause  of  ac« 
tion  arose  in  a  diiFerent  county 
from  that  where  the  venue  ia  laid, 
to  change  the  venue  to  that  coun- 
ty, unless  the  plaintiff  will  under- 
take to  give  material  eridenoe  in 
the  county  in  wMch  the  venue 
was  originally  lidd.  6  Price,  336. 
Tins  undertaking  may  be  given  as 
cause  against  the  rule  on  or  be^ 
fore  the  day  specified  in  the  rule, 
or,  after  that  time,  may  be  made 
the  subject  of  a  separate  motion 
to  bring  back  the  venue. 
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Rex  (in  aid  of  Mollis)  r,  Bingham.  .      ""■— ^ 

An  extent  having  issued  in  aid  of  Hollis  to  recover  a  Upon  a  tdrefa- 
debt  due  to  him  from  the  defendant,  the  matters  in  dif-  f!!^!?.? '/^ 

'  cognisuce  en** 

ference  between  HolUs^  the  prosecutor,  and  the  defendant,  ^red  into  to 

,        ,  abide  an  award 

were  referred  to  Z>.,  the  defendant  entering  into  a  recog-  respecting  mat- 
niiance  to  abide  the  award  of  D,    Subsequently,  M.  was  ^^  upon  an 
substituted  by  rule  of  Court  for  D.  /  and  Af.  having  made  ^^l^^l^^^^ 
his  award,  a  scirefacias  was  issued  upon  the  recognizance  defendant,  haT- 
of  the  defendant,  to  which  the  defendant  set  out  the  re-  upon  demurrer, 
cognizance,  and  pleaded  nultiel  qgard;  the  prosecutor  J^*^J*i  *"**''*** 
replied,  that  M.  was  substituted  for  2>.  by  rule  of  Courts 
and  that  ilf.  made  his  award ;  to  which  the  defendant  de- 
murred.    Upon  the  argument  (a)  of  this  demurrer,  it  was 
Qtiaed  diat  die  demurrer  diould  be  aDoired  with  costs  (6)« 
and  a  writ  of  error  having  been  brought,  the  judgment  of 
this  Court  was  confirmed.     On  the  16th  December  last, 
the  defendant  taxed  his  costs  in  pursuance  of  the  order  of 
the  Court;  whereupon  Manning  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  so  much  of  the  order  as  directed  the  payment 
of  the  costs  to  the  defendant  should  not  be  rescinded. 


ier  shewed  cause*-^The  question  is,  whether  the 
prosecutor,  in  this  case,  is  liable  to  pay  costs  to  the  paiiiy 
succeeding.  The  Crown  is  not  an  actual  party  to  this  suit» 
and  the  specialty  is  not  originaUy  due  to  th^  Crown.  The 
Stat.  33  Hen,  8,  c.  39,  s.  51*,  which  gives  costs  to  the  Crown 
in  suits  on  obligations  and  specialties,  does  not  therefore 
apply.  Under  that  statute,  in  suits  on  specialties  and  ob- 
ligations, the  Crown  is  entitled  to  costs;  but  where,  upon 
a  bond  debt  to  the  Crown,  an  extent  issues  against  a  simple 
contract  debtor  of  the  bond  debtor,  the  former  is  not  charge- 

(a)  S  Y.  &  J.  101 ;  mUe^  p.  245.      for  the  prosecutor,  no  mention  waa 
(h)  In  the  extract  from  the  Mi-      made  of  the  coits. 
note  Book,  set  forth  in  the  affidavit 
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able  with  costs,  JR.  r.  Boyle  (a).  This  shews  that^here  is 
a  material  distinction  between  the  Crown  and  the  party 
in  whose  aid  the  Crown  process  is  set  in  motion;  and  that 
the  prosecutor  in  this  case  is  distinct  from  and  unconnect* 
ed  with  the  Crown,  and  must  be  bound  by  the  rules  of  law 
applicable  to  private  individuals.  Now,  if  that  be  so,  the 
prosecutor  would  be  liable  to  costs.  But,  moreover,  the 
prosecutor,  if  he  had  succeeded,  would  have  been  entitled 
to  costs  (6);  and,  therefore,  there  must  be  a  reciprocity,  and 
he  must  likewise  be  liable  to  pay  costs. 


Mannings  contra. — It  is  a  certain  principle,  that  the 
King  himself  neither  pays  nor  receives  costs ;  Wilkinson 
qui  tarn  v.  Allot  (c) ;  and  the  same  rule  applies  to  a  private 
individual  using  the  name  of  the  King,  though  suing  for 
his  own  benefit  (d).  R.  v.  Coram  (e).  It  is  true,  that,  in 
some  cases,  the  Court  will  make  an  order,  calling  upon 
the  officer  to  shew  cause  why  he  issued  prerogative  pro- 
cess, and  will  award  costs  to  be  paid  to  the  party  griev- 
ed (/*) ;  but  no  such  application  was  made  in  this  case. 
This  is  a  common  law  proceeding,  though  instituted  in 
the  office  of  the  King^s  Remembrancer ;  and,  if  judgment 
had  been  entered  up  for  the  costs,  it  would  have  been 
error;  for  there  is  no  statute  which  gives  costs  in  this  case. 
The  statutes  23  Hen.  8,  c.  15,  and  4  Jac.  I,  c.  3,  which 
give  costs  in  particular  cases,  do  not  apply  to  proceed- 
ings in  scire  facias;  and  the  stat.  8  &  9  Wm,  3,  c.  11,  s.  3, 
which  gives  costs  in  scire  facias^  is  confined  to  scire  fa* 


(«)  I  Price,  434. 

(6)  If  the  prosecutor  had  suc- 
ceeded, he  would  have  had  his 
costs  In  this  case,  not  by  statute, 
but  because  the  recog^nizance  be- 
ing in  a  penalty,  he  would  ha?e 
been  entitled  to  deduct  the  costs 
from  the  penalty.  -See  H.  v.  Deane, 
2  Anstr.  369.    In  the  same  man- 


ner, a  pluntiff  recovering  upon  a 
bond,  may  retain ,  out  of  the  penal- 
ty, the  costs  of  a  ca,  sa.  to  which 
he  would  not  otherwise  be  enti- 
tled. 

(c)  Gowp.  366. 

{d)  Man.  Ex.  Pr.  Rtf.  69. 

(e)  1  ^nst.  50. 

(f)  See  Man.  Ex.  Pr.  Rev.  69. 
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eia$  m  civil  auits.  R.  v.  Miles  (a).  Tbe  statutes  on  the 
subject  of  costs  are  construed  strictly ;  insomuchi  that, 
in  GokUng  ▼•  Dyas  (6),  it  was  holden  that  an  avowant  in 
replevin^  though  actually  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit,  is  not  a 
plaintiff  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  S  Ben.  7,  c. 
10  (e). 

Lord  Ltndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — ^The  cases  of  R.  v.  Co- 
rum,  and  R.  v.  Miles,  determine  this  question.  The 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  costs. 

Rule  absolute  (d). 


881 


m€VtMtff 
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(a)  7  T.  R.  367. 

(6)  10  East,  2. 

(c)  See  Rkketti  v.  Lewis,  1  B. 
&  Ad.  1979  in  which  the  case  of 
GMing  V.  I)yo$  is,  upon  another 


point,  ovenruled. 

(</)Thi8  case  was  decided  by 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  at  the  Sit- 
tings after  Term,  at  Gr<ry*f  Inn, 


WiNSTAMLEY  9.  EdOE. 

A.   VENIRE  facias f  with  a  notice  to  appear,  having 
been  issued  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  case — 

R.  V.  Richards  moved  for  a  disitingaSi  upon  an  affida^ 
^ty  that  no  appearance  had  been  entered  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  upon  the  foDowing  affidavit  as  to  the  mode  of 
serving  the  venire: — 

"  J.  Bif  of  &c.,  maketh  oath  and  saith,  that  he  did,  on 
the  11th  day  of  January  instant,  serve  the  above-named 
defendant  with  a  true  copy  of  a  writ  of  venire  facias  ad 
respondendum  in  this  cause,  appearing  to  be  regularly  is- 
taed  out  of  and  under  the  seal  of  this  honourable  Court, 
against  the  said  defendant,  at  the  suit  of  the  above-named 
plaintiff,  and  returnable  on  the  said  11th  day  ot  January, 
by  delivering  a  true  copy  thereof,  and  at  the  same  time 
shewing  the  said  original  writ  to  E.  i>«,  at  the  dwelling- 

VOL.  I.  D  D 


Exeh,  of  Pleat, 

The  affidaTit  for 
a  dittriugat  up- 
on a  veidre 
mm t  be  full  and 
disdnct,  and 
must  diidote 
circumttancet 
from  which  the 
Court  may  we 
that  the  defend- 
ant  keeps  out  of 
the  way  to  avoid 
penonal  service. 
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£jrcA.  ^  Pleas,  house  of  Uie  said  defendant,  situate  in  King-sireeL  in 
%„..,.^,^^     Atanchesier  aforesaid.     And  this  deponent  further  saith, 

WiMSTANLEY  that  he  used  all  the  means  in  his  power  to  serve  the  said 
Edge.  defendant  personally  with  the  said  writ  of  venire  facias; 
and  that  he  attended  thrqe  several  days  at  the  dwelling- 
house  of  the  said  defendant  for  that  purpose,  but  without 
meeting  with  the  said  defendant;  that,  on  the  first  day  of 
this  deponent's  attendance,  namely,  on  the  8th  day  of 
January  instant,  this  deponent  saw  the  said  E.  Z).,  who 
informed  this  deponent  that  the  said  defendant  was  not  at 
home;  that  this  deponent  then  informed  the  said  E,  Z)., 
that  the  object  of  his  calling  was  to  serve  the  said  defend- 
ant with  the  said  writ  of  venire  facias,  and  desired  the 
said  E,  D,  to  inform  the  said  defendant,  that  he,  this  de- 
ponent, would  call  again  on  the  10th  day  of  c/antiary  instant, 
at  eleven  o'clock,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  the  said  defend- 
ant ;  that  he  this  deponent  called  accordingly  at  the  time 
appointed,  when  this  deponent  again  saw  the  said  JS.  i>., 
who  informed  him,  this  deponent,  that  the  said  defendant 
was  not  there,  when  this  deponent,  as  on  the  preceding 
day,  informed  the  said  E.  2>.  of  the  object  of  his  calling, 
and  that  he,  this  deponent,  would  call  again  on  the  fol- 
lowing day,  at  1 1  o'clock,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  the  said 
defendant  with  the  said  writ  o(  venire  facias;  that,  op  the 
following  day,  being  the  11th  day  of  January  instant,  this 
deponent  did  accordingly  call  at  the  said  defendant's 
dwelling-house  at  the  time  appointed,  for  the  purpose  of 
serving  her  with  the  said  writ ;  that  this  deponent  again  saw 
the  said  E.  />.,  who  informed  this  deponent  that  the  sfdd  de- 
fendant was  not  there,  when  this  deponent  left  a  true  copy  of 
the  said  writ  of  venirefacias  ad  respondendum,  with  the  said 
E.  £>•!  for  the  said  defendant,  and  at  the  same  time  shew- 
ed the  said  £•  D.  the  said  original  writ.  And  thia  depo- 
nent saith,  that  he  verily  believes  that  the  said  defendant 
hath  kept  out  of  the  way,  for  the  purpose  of  a?oiding  be- 
ing served  with  the  said  writ.  And  this  deponent  fur« 
ther  saith,  that,  under  the  said  copyi  wib  written  an  En* 
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gKsh  notice  to  the  said  defendant  of  the  intent  of  such   Exch.  of  Pieat^ 
service,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro**  ^ 

vided.  And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  a  writ  ^f  Wiwstarlet 
quo  mfiitf  ?  was  issued  out  of  and  under  the  seal  of  this  edoe. 
honourable  Court,  on  the  5th  day  of  November  last, 
against  the  said  defendant,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  plain* 
tiff;  that  an  aUas  quo  minus  was  issued  thereupon  on 
the  ISth  day  of  the  said  month  oS  November ;  and  that  a 
plurieg  quo  minus  WM  issued  thereupon  on  the  11th  day 
o£  December  hist;  and  that  he,  this  deponent,  hath  fre- 
quently endeavoured  to  serve  the  said  defendant  with  the 
said  writ,  but  without  success;,  and  that  he  believes  that 
the  said  defendant  hath  kept  out  of  the  way  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  avoiding  being  served  with  the  said  writ;  for, 
though  he,  this  deponent,  hath  often  inquired  at  the  said 
defendant's  dwelling-house  where  and  at  what  time  the 
said  defendant  could  be  met  with,  he  has  always  been  told 
that  the  said  defendant  was  not  there,  nor  did  they  inform 
him  where  the  said  defendant  was,  or  at  what  time  she 
x^ould  be  met  with,  but  always  positively  refused  so  to  do." 

He  cited  Pitt  v.  Eldred  (a),  and  submitted,  that,  if  this 
affidavit  was  not  sufficient,  personal  service  could,  in  no 
-case,  be  dispensed  with.  He  further  submitted,  as  a 
ground  for  relaxing  the  practice  in  such  cases,  that  this 
Court  had  no  process  of  outlawry. 

Baylby,  B. — ^^The  Court  requires  in  these  cases  a  very 
full  and  distinct  affidavit,  because,  as  personal  service  is 
dispensed  with,  the  Court  ought  not  to  grant  a  distringas^ 
unless  it  be  satisfied  that  the  defendant  keeps  out  of  the 
way  to  avoid  the  service.  Now,  this  affidavit  does  not  lay 
a  sufficient  ground  to  induce  the  Court  to  believe  that  the 
defendant  kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  personal  service. 
It  is  consistent  with  the  facts  deposed  to  that  the  defend- 
ant might  have  been  from  home,  for  there  is  no  statement 

(<i)  Ante,  p.  147. 
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^^\a»if^^*  that  she  was  seen  in  the  neighbourhood,  nor  does  the  af- 
s,.....^..^     fidavit  even  state  that  the  question  was  put,  whether  she 

WiNsTANLBT  ^^g  ^^  howe,  or,  if  then  absent,  at  what  time  she  was  Kke» 
Edge.  Ij  to  return.  It  is  true,  that  the  affidavit  states  a  belief 
that  the  defendant  kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  the  service; 
but  that  alone  is  not  sufficient:  some  foundation  must  be 
laid  for  that  belief.  If  the  affidavit  had  stated  that  the  de* 
ponent  asked  whether  the  defendant  was  at  home,  or,  if  she 
were  from  home,  when  she  would  return,  and  that  no  answer 
had  been  given,  that,  perhaps,  might  have  been  sufficient; 
but  it  is  consistent  with  this  affidavit,  which  is  silent  ux>on  the 
subject,  that  the  deponent  might  have  been  informed  that 
the  defendant  was  from  home,  and  was  not  Ifl^ely  soon  to 
return.  I,  therefore,  think  that  the  affidavit  is  insuffi-- 
cient^  and' we  ought  not  to  grant  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  be? 
cause  the  plaintiff  might  have  put  himself  in  a  better  si- 
tuation. He  should  have  stated  every  thing  that  passed 
upon  the  different  occasions;  and  if  nothing  further  paas^ 
ed  than  what  is  stated,  he  should  have  so  said. 

The  affidavit  is  also  defective  in  not  stating  that  E,  D. 
was  the  servant  of  the  defendant.  It  is  consistent  with 
the  statement,  that  she  might  have  been  placed  at  the 
house  of  the  defendant  for  the  purpose;  and  I  think  that 
the  affidavit  ought  to  state,  that  .the  party  of  whom  the  in* 
quiries  were  made,  and  upon  whom  eventually  the  writ 
was  served,  was  a  person  connected  with  the  defendant^  a 
servant,  or  some  member  of  his  family. 

Vaughan,  B. — The  affidavit  should  disclose  facts 
and  circumstances,  from  which  the  C!ourt  cannot  fail  to 
conclude  that  the  defendant  kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid 
the  service.  It  is  consistent  with  this  affidavit  that  the 
defendant  was  from  home  at  the  time. 

Rule  reiused  (a). 

(a)  There  are  three  modes  of         By  the  firU  mode,  if  the  de- 
proceeding  by  venire  in  this  Court,     fenchmt  be  personally  Krved,  the 
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phdntiff  may  fik  Ids  declaration, 
and  proceed  as  upon  a  quo  minus. 

By  the  tecond  mode,  where  the 
defendant  cannot  be  personally 
served,  the  venire  is  sent  to  the 
SheriTs  office,  the  Sheriff*s  offi- 
cer summons  the  defendant,  wluch 
is  retomed  by  the  Sheriff,  and  if 
the  defendant  does  not  appear  in 
foor  days  after  the  return,  the 
plttntiffmay  Issue  writs  oidi$truh 
ga$,  indorsed  to  levy  40f .  de  diein 
diem  until  the  defendant  appears; 
or,  ai^r  the  first  distringat,  if  an 
appearance  be  not  entered,  the 
plaintiff  may,  upon  an  affidavit  of 
debt,  move  the  Court  to  increase 
the  issues.  See  Dax*$  Practice,  23. 
This  mode  of  proceeding  is  not 
affected  by  the  sUtute  7  &8  Geo. 
4,  c.  71f  >•  5.  Nicholson  v.  Bownas^ 
3  Price,  268;  Dwenyhouse  v.  Gra^ 
ham,  lb.  n. ;  Petty  v.  Smith,  2  Y.  & 
J.  ill. 

Lastfy,  as  in  the  principal  case, 
the  plaintiff  may  issue  a  venire, 
with  a  notice  to  appear;  and,  if  the 
defendant  cannot  be  served,  may 
move  the  Court,  or  a  Baron  at 
Chambers,  for  a  distringas  to  com* 
pel  an  appearance,  or  to  enter  an 
appearance  according  to  the  sta- 


WlNSTANLEY 
V, 

Edge. 


tute,  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  «•  5.   Of  JB«e*.  of  Pleas, 
late  the  Court  has  been  very  strict  ^831. 

upon  this  subject,  and  has  re- 
quired veryfuU  and  distinct  affi- 
davits: and  now,  in  order  to  ob« 
tain  a  distringas,  in  this  mode  of 
proceeding,  there  must  be  three 
attempts  at  the  least  to  serve  the 
venire,  the  last  attempt  being  on 
the  return  day;  the  party  attempt- 
ing to  serve  the  writ  must,  on 
going  to  the  defendant's  house, 
inform  some  person,  a  servant  or 
member  of  the  defendant's  fami* 
ly,  of  his  object  in  calling,  and 
appoint  some  day  on  which  he  vrill 
call  again  to  serve  the  writ;  he 
must  again  attend  according  to 
his  appointment,  and  must  then 
make  another  appointment  for  a 
third  day,  the  return  day,  upon 
which  day  he  must  again  attend, 
and  leave  .the  writ  with  a  servant, 
or  some  member  of  the  defend- 
ant's family.  The  rendence  of 
the  defendant  must  also  be  stat- 
ed, and,  in  addition  to  the  belief 
of  the  deponent,  drcumstances 
must  be  stated  from  wluch  the 
Court  may  necessarily  infer  that 
the  defendant  kept  out  of  the  way 
to  avoid  the  service. 


RULES  OF  COURT. 


Whereas^  by  a  rule  of  this  honourable  Court,  made  jutUficaUon  of 
in  Michaelmas  Term  last  past,  it  was  ordered  that  here-  ^* 
after  all  special  bail  should  be  justified  before  a  Baron  at 
chambers,  as  well  in  Term  as  in  Vacation :     And  whereas, 
it  is  expedient  to  repeal  so  much  of  the  said  rule  as  relates 
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*^Mi^*^  to  the  justification  of  bail  in  Tenn  time— It  la,  therefore, 

ordered,  that,  from  and  after  the  present  Term,  the  justi- 
fication of  bail  in  Term  time  shall*  (unless  by  consent)  take 
place  aa  heretofore  in  open  Court;  and  that  the  jus^ifica* 
tion  of  bul  before  a  Baron  at  chambers  shall  be  confined 
to  cases  of  consent^  and  to  justification  in  Vacation. 


Adjourned  sit-     iT  is  Ordered*  that*  from  and  after  this  present  TerVt  the 

sitting  day  at  Nisi  Prius,  at  the  Guildhall  in  and  for  the 
pity  of  London^  shall  be  the  second  day  after  every  Term, 
and  that  such  sitting  shall  be  adjourned  until  such  day  as 
the  Court  shall  then  direct.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  that 
in  every  notice  of  trial  hereafter  to  be  given  for  the  sittings 
after  any  Term  to  be  holden  at  tlie  GmldhiM  aforesaid,  it 
shall  be  specified  whether  the  cause  is  intended  to  be  tried 
on  the  first  day  of  such  sittings*  or  at  the  adjournment  day; 
and  that  in  every  case  in  whicb  such  notice  shall  spedfy 
that  the  cause  is  to  be  tried  at  the  adjournment  day,  it 
shall  be  sufficient  to  give  such  notice  eight  days  before  the 
first  day  of  the  sittings  after  Term,  if  the  defendant  or  de> 
fendants  reside  above  forty  miles  from  the  said  city  of  Lon^ 
don^  and  four  days  before  the  said  first  day,  if  the  defend* 
ant  or  defendants  reside  within  that  distance. 


MEMORANDUM. 

I N  the  course  of  this  Term,  the  Right  Honourable  Sir 
William  Alexander,  Knt.,  resigned  the  office  of  Lord 
Chief  Baron,  and  was  succeeded  by  the  Right  Honoura* 
ble  John  Singleton,  Lord  Lyndhurst,  Baron  Lyndhurtt  of 
Lyndhursif  in  the  county  o{  Souihamplons  who  took  his 
seat  on  the  13th  January. 
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Williams  v.  Williams.  ' 

Jn«  V*  RICHARDS  moved  to  enter  up  judgment   on 'The  Court  of 
a  warrant  of  attorney,  which  had  been  given  previously  ^Jj^^ 
to  the  statute  1  Wm*  4,  c.  70,  to  confess  a  judgment  in  »«»*  ^  ^  «"- 
one  of  the  Courts  of  Great  Sessions  of  the  counties  of  Court  on  a  wv- 
Olamorgaftf  Brecon^  or  Radnor.     He  submitted,  that,  t^^nfeLjudg- 
by  the  provisions  of  that  act  for  the    transferring  of  S*°\*'i^*ons 
suits,  judgment  might  be  entered  up  in  the  Court  of  Ex-  in  Wakt,  given 

-  previously  to  the 

chequer.  aut  i  Wm.  4, 

c70. 

Lord  Lyndhuost. — The  present  case  does  not  come 
within  the  words  of  the  14th  section  of  the  act  (a). 

-   (a)  Which  enacts,  **  That  all  for  the  purposes  of  such  stit^  only, 

»idt$  depending  [when  the  act  be  deemed  to  have  all  the  power 

came  into  operation]  in  any  of  and  jurisdiction,  to  all  intents  and 

the  said  Courts  [in  Wale»]  in  Law  purposes,   possessed   before   the 

riiaU  be  transferred  to  the  Court  passing  of  the  act  by  the  Court 

of  Exchequer^  there  to  be  dealt  from  vdience  such  wit  shall  be 

with,   &c.;    which   Court  shall,  removed. 

VOL.  I.  £  E 
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^««*-^^'f"»  Bayley,  B.— There  is  no  suit  depending.  The  case 
v...^^^^  in  question  is  not  provided  for  by  the  act  of  Parliament, 
Williams      and,  therefore,  this  Court  cannot  interfere. 

WlLLIAMI. 

Rule  refusecK 


The  plaintiff 
having  lued  out 
a  quo  minut 
against  one  de- 
fendant, and  a 
venire  against 
the  other,  and 
separate  appear- 
ances having 
been  entered, 
and  separate 
rules  to  declare 
given,  declared 
jointly  against 
both: — Held, 
that  the  decla- 
ration was  re* 
gvlar. 


Pitt  v.  Wilks  and  Another 

M  HE  plaintiff  sued  out  a  quo  minus  against  one  defend- 
ant, and  a  venire  against  the  other;  the  defendants  enter- 
ed separate  appearances,  and  sepairate  rules  to  declare 
were  given.  The  plaintiff  declared  against  the  two  de- 
fendants jointly;  and  uowt-. 

Sir  William  Owen  moved  to  set  aside  the  declaration 
for  irregularity,  upon  the  ground  that  it  did  not  corres- 
pond with  the  process.  He  submitted,  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  declare  jointly  against  the  two  defendants  who 
had  been  brought  into  Court  by  writs  of  different  kinds,  and* 
that  he  was  bound  by  the  rule  that  the  declaration  should 
correspond  with  the  process.  He  referred  to  the  rule  in 
the  King's  Bench  (E.  T.  1827),  by  which  it  is  ordered,  that 
in  all  actions  by  bill  the  mesne  process  shall  contain  the 
name  of  the  defendant,  or  (if  more  than  one)  of  all  the  de- 
fendants in  that  action  (a);  and  cited  the  case  otLewin  v« 
Smith  {b). 


(a)  By  a  rule  of  this  Courts  M. 
1  Wm.4,'itntef  p.  ^5,  it  is  order- 
ed, ''  That  where  there  ore  more 
than  four  defeadaat^  in  m^  joint  ac- 
tion to  be  commeaced  in  this 
Comt,  residing  in  the  same  conn*' 
ty,  the  vfkoic  number  of  sech  de^ 
lendants  shall  be  nanied  in  vtu 
writ.  It  has  been  decided,  npoii 
a  similar  rule  in  the  King's  Benchf 


Evans  ▼.  Whitehead,  2  M.  &  R.  367, 
that,  upon  a  writ  against  two,  a 
declaration  agunst  one  only  is 
good.  But  the  writs  in  the  prin- 
cipal case  were  issued  before  the 
rule  of  this  Cooit;  aad,  fheretfbre^ 
^at  case  cannot  be  eon^dcred  at 
a  dedsion  upon  the  oonstmetMHi 
of  the  rule. 
(h)  4  East,  589. 
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Bayley,  B. — If  the  plaintiff  had  issued  two  writs  of  Sxch,  of  pieas, 
quo  ndnus,  one  against  each  defendant,  there  would 
have  been  separate  appearances,  and  separate  rules  to  de- 
clare might  have  been  given;  but  still  the  plaintiff  might 
have  declared  jointly  against  both.  Formerly,  more  than 
four  defendants  could  not  be  joined  in  one  writ;  and  if 
there  had  been  more  defendants  than  four,  separate  writs 
must  have  been  issued.  The  process  is  merely  to  bring 
the  parties  into  C!ourt,  and,  being  in  Court,  the  plaintiff 
may  declare  against  them  as  he  may  think  proper.  In 
Lewin  v.  Smith,  the  process  was  bailable. 

Per  Curiam — 

Rule  refused  {a). 

(a)  In  Gent  v.  Abbott,  2  Moore,  upon  an  original  quare  clamum 

87»  it  was  decided,  that  a  plaintiff  /regit,  and  the  other  is  sued  by 

may  declare  jointly  against  two  special  capias.    And  see  Rustell  v. 

defendants,  of  whom  one  appears  Buchanan,  6  Price,  139. 


The  King  v.  Hind,  Clerk. 
(On  a  transcript  of  an  Outlawry,)  JUvenue. 

I  HE  defendant  having  been  outlawed  in  the  Court  of  where  to  a  spe- 
Kmg^s  Bench,  writs  of  special  capias  utlagatum  were  is-  ^^J^fuic' 
sued,  directed  to  the  Sherifis  o{  Shropshire  and  Stafford-  sheriff  returns 
shire;  who  took  inquisitions  accordingly,  and  the  Juries  finding  that 
found  that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  benefices,  but  ^^  if^lienefi- 
of  no  lay  fee.     These  inquisitions  were  returned  to  the  ce«  *>"^  "^  'ay 

!,  ,  fee,  thU  Court 

Court  of  Ktng  s  Bench ;  and  a  transcript  of  the  outlawry  win  award  a 
with  the  inquisitions  having  been  brought  into  this  Court,  ^^on  iT^^*' 
and  entered  as  read —  reading  the 

transcnpt  of  the 
outlawry  and 

Archbold  moved  that  a  writ  of  sequestration  might  be  *"**"" 
awarded  to  the  Bishop  of  Lichfield  and  Coventry,  to  se- 

E  e2 
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^3""''  questmte  the  ecclesiastical  profits  of  the  benefices.  He 
admitted  that  there  was  no  decision  to  warrant  the  appli- 
cation, but  referred  to  the  Minute  Book  of  this  Court, 
26th  June,  1776(a),  and  contended  that,  upon  principle, 
the  writ  should  be  awarded. 

The  Court  awarded  the  writ. 

Wednesday,     j^)  Between  our  Soverdgn  Lord  the  King  and  Sionby  Swinnkt, 
'  Doctor  of  Divinity,  otherwise  called  the  Rev.  Dr.  Sidney  Swinnxy, 

late  of  Scarborough,  in  the  county  of  York,  Defendant — On  a 
transcript  of  an  Outlawry, 

Whereas  by  an  inquisition  taken  at  the  Castle  of  Yvrk,  in  the 
county  of  York,  on  the  22d  day  of  June,  inbtant,  before  GUes  EarU, 
Esq.,  Sheriff  of  the  said  county,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  special  copiof  ut- 
Uigatum  to  him  directed,  issuing  out  of  our  Court  of  Comnnm  Bench,  at 
Westminster,  against  the  said  defendant,  outlawed  at  the  suit  of  Gcd* 
frey  Botville,  Esq.,  in  a  plea  of  debt,  for  the  sum  of  1,800/.  It  was 
found  upon  the  oath  of  Richard  Clark,  and  other  good  and  lawful  mta 
of  the  said  Sheriff's  bailiwick,  that  the  sud  defendant  was  a  beneficed 
clerk,  to  wit,  Rector  of  Thuring,  in  the  county  of  York,  and  also  Rector 
of  Warton-in-theStreet,  in  the  same  county,  and  that  he  was  in  right 
of  his  said  rectories  seised  of  the  tenements,  tithes,  compodtions,  and 
hereditaments  in  the  said  inqmsition  particularly  mentioned,  as  by 
the  transcript  of  the  said  writ  and  inquisition,  returned  into  this  Court, 
and  there  remaining  of  record,  in  the  custody  of  his  Majesty's  Remem* 
brancer,  more  fully  appears.  Now,  upon  the  motion  of  Mr.  Kenyan, 
of  counsel  on  behalf  of  his  Majesty,  praying  that  a  writ  of  sequestration 
may  be  awarded  under  the  seal  of  this  Court,  directed  to  the  Archbishop 
of  York,  for  sequestrating  the  eccledastical  profits  of  the  said  two  rec- 
tories, and  upon  reading  the  sud  transcript^It  is  thereupon  ordered 
accordingly. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas, 
1831. 


Edge  v.  Strafford. 


Assumpsit.     The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stat-  ^^^"^^1^^^^^ 

edy  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  demise  lodgings  is  a 

six  rooms  and  apartments  in  and  parcel  of  a  dwelling-  SiterwUn  laad 

house  of  the  plaintiff,  for  a  certain  term,  to  wit,  the  term  f  >*»«  the 

"^  .  D_       fourth  section  of 

of  two  years  from  &c.,  hi  and  under  a  certain  rent,  &c.  the  statute  of 

the  defendant  undertook  and  promised  to  become  tenant  '^^  ^^^^^^  ^i,^ 

to  the  pluntiff,  &c.,  and  to  enter  &c.,  on  &c.    Averment  JJJ^JJ,^^^**, 

— ^That  the  plaintiff  did  demise  and  let  to  the  defendant  ings,  but  does 

the  said  rooms,  &c.,  for  the  said  term  of  two  years,  at  &c.  uabie  in  an  an 

Breach— That  the  defendant  did  not   take   possession  J^^^^llp^^n. 

on  &c.,  or  at  any  other  time,  or  pay  the  rent    Special  ^  "^J^  «®^t  ®f 

'  ^      .  -1  the  first,  second, 

damage — That  the  rooms  were  unoccupied  and  out  of  re*  and  fourth  sec- 
pair,  and  injured,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  money  tute'of  frauds,  * 
to  fit  up  and  prepare  the  same  for  the  reception  of  the  *^  ^'  ^  ^^^^^ 
defendant.  i«m«8  not  ex- 

The  second  count  was  similar,  but  on  an  executed  con-  years,  is,  that 
sideration;  and  there  were  counts  for  use  and  occupation.  Jiiid**Md*that 

Plea— iVoil  assumpsit.  whatever  reme- 

*  ^  dy  can  be  had 

At  the  trial,  at  the  last  Great  Sessions  for  Chester,  be-  upon  them  in 

fore  Jervis,  J.,  the  plaintiff  proved,  that  the  defendant,  of  leases  may  be 

on  the  12th  April,  agreed,  by  parol,  to  take  the  lodgings  ZT^^J^n- 

from  the  25th  for  two  or  three  years,  at  the  weekly  rent  ^«'  **;«  "«*»'  ^^ 

1  •    •■        /•   1  11         '"^  ^*  lessee 

of  2/.,  which  was  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  annual  value  for  damages  for 

of  the  lodgings.     Upon  this  evidence.   Temple,  for  the  Mwion.*"*  ^^' 

defendant,  contended,  upon  the  authority  of  Inman  v.  x^d^^^^^ 

Stamp  {a),  that  this  was  a  contract  for  an  interest  in  land  consideration 

that  the  plain- 
tiff «wm/<<  de- 
mise to  the  de- 
fendant lumisbed  lodgings  for  a  certain  term,  to  wit,  two  years,  the  defendant  promised,  &&,  and 
alleged,  by  way  of  performance,  that  the  defendant  did  demise,  &c  for  the  said  term  of  two  years : 
the  evidence  was,  tliat  the  defendant  agreed  to  take  the  lodgings  for  two  or  three  years : — Heldt 
that  the  connideraUon  for  the  promise  was  not  truly  stated,  and  that  the  allegation  of  performance 
rendered  the  term  stated  material,  notwithstanding  it  was  laid  under  a  v^licet  in  setting  forth 
the  consideration.  JUteron  a  count  on  a  consideration  executed. 

(a)  I  Stark.  N.  P.  16. 
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E'ch.o/  puat,  within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  section  of  the  statute  of 

v.^^^lii'^     frauds  (a),  and  that,  therefore,  the  agreement  not  being 

Edge         in  writing,  was  void.    The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion 

straffokd.     that  the  case  came  wi^in  the  exception  contained  in  the 

second  section  of  that  statute^  but  reserved  the  point,  and 

the  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff— -damages  2L 

In  MichaelfMis  Term,  Ten^k  obtained  a  rule  fdsi  to 
enter  a  nonsuit;  against  which — 

John  Jervis  and  Lloyd  shewed  cause* — This  is  not  a 
contract  within  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 
The  case  of  Inman  v.  Stamp  wto  decided  at  NUi  PriuM 
mthout  reference  to  the  case  of  Riley  v.  Hicks  (A),  which 
is  precisely  in  point,  and  delerttiined  that  a  contract  like 
the  present  was  not  within  that  section,  and  without  ad- 
verting to  the  terms  of  the  statute,  which  are  inapplicable 
to  such  a  case.  By  the  statute,  it  is  enacted,  that  no  ac* 
tion  shall  be  brought  whereby  to  charge  any  defendant 
upon  any  contract  or  sale,  of  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, or  any  interest  concerning  them,  unless  the  agree- 
ment, &c.,  be  in  writing.  The  words  ''  contract  or  sale** 
must  be  read  contract  for  the  sale,  JBiC. ;  they  are  other- 
wise unintelligible,  and  there  is  no  case  but  that  otlnnum 
v.  Stamp  which  has  decided,  that  a  contract  for  the  hire 
of  an  interest  in  land  is  within  these  words.  The  sale  of 
growing  crops  has  been  held  to  be  within  this  section, 
because,  not  being  mature,  some  interest  is  to  be  derived 
from  the  soil  (c).  But  where  the  crop  is  mature,  and  the 
land  is  merely  a  warehouse  for  the  crop,  then  the  case  is 
not  within  this  section  {d). 

Then,  is  this  case  within  the  exception  contained  in  the 

(a)  29  Cfir.  2,  c  3.  396;  see  Evans  v.  Roberts,  5  B.  & 

(6)  1  Str.  661.  C.839. 

(c)  Emmersony.  ife/is,  2  Taunt.  {d)  Warwick  v.  BrucCf  2M.  Ic 

38;  Crosby  V  Wadnoorth,  6  East,  S.  205. 
602 ;  ScoreU  v.  Bosall,  1  Y.  &  J. 
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second  sectioat^f  tbb  statute?  It  10  4M>t  necefisary  that  Bjsck.of  PUat, 
the  holding  ahould  conuneniBe  .from  the  day  in  which  the 
agreement  is  made.  Bitep  r.  Hiets*  And'  a  lease  by  pa-* 
rol  for  a  year  and  a  half^  to  commen<)e  after  the  expiration 
of  a  lease  which  wants  a  year  of  expiidag^  has  been  decide 
ed  to  be  good^if  it  d^es  not  exceed  three  years  from  the 
making  (a).  But  it  may  be  said,  that  the  extent  of  the 
lease  is  not  ascertained*  In  the  first  place,  the  rent  is 
payable  weekly,  and  it  would  at  least  enure  as  a  lease  for 
a  week;  but,  although  formerly  an  estate  existing  by  the 
mutual  win  of  the  lessor  and  lessee  might  be  determined 
at  any  time  by  any  party,  an  estate  so  precarious  has  long 
been  looked  upon  with  increasing  strictness ;  and  it  is  now 
deariy  settled,  that  where  the  relation  of  landlord  fl^d  te- 
nant is  created  without  any  limitation  as  to  time,  such  te*- 
nancy  shall  be  from  year  to  year,  and  this  notwithstanding 
the  statute  of  frauds,  which  enacts,  that  such  tenancies 
shall  have  the  eflbot  of  estates  at  will  only*  Doe  d«  Begge 
V.  BeU  (6),  Ctat^m  y.  Bhtkey  (c). 

Temple t  coMra. — ^If  this  is  not  a  lease,  then  it  is  not  wittw 
the  exception  contained  in  the  second  section  of  the  statute 
of  frauds.  This  exception  has  been  considered  to  be  con- 
fined to  leases  executed  in  possessions  but  it  is  immaterial 
to  discuss  this  point,  hecauise  One  iDain  ingredient  in  a 
lease  is  here  wanting — certainty  of  term.  It  is  said>  that 
this  would  enurq  as  a. tenancy  for  a  year  or  at.leiMst  for  a 
week,  but  supppse  the  defendaqt  bad  sued  rfor  a  speeifio 
performance  of  the  agreement,  for  what  term  could  a  lease 
be  decreed?  This  is  a  test  by  which  the  validity  of  this  agree- 
ment may  be  tried*  If  the  agreement  is  good,  it  may  be 
specifically  performed ;  and  yet  it  is  impossible  to  say  for 
what  term  the  lease  should  be  decreed  to  be  madet 


(«)  B.  N.  P.  1 73.  (c)  8  T.  R.  3.    Sec  Wikon  7,  Ab- 

(A)  6  T.  R.  471.  bott,  3  B.  &  C.  88,  4  D.  &  R.  693. 


394  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

E*eh.  of  Pietu,       But  tbis  is  void,  as  being  a  contract  for  an  interest  in 

'  ^     lands  within  the  4th  section.  /iMnim  v.  ^Sfoinp  is  expressly  in 

Edge         point.    It  is  said  however ,  that  Riley  v.  Hiets  is  opposed 

Strafford,     to  that  decision.    Rilejf  v.  Hicks  is  but  a  decision  at  Nisi 

Priusf  and  in  Inman  v.  Stamp  (a),  Dampier^  J.,  in  eflfect 

over*ruled  that  decision,  although  he  admitted  that  the 

practice  had  been  with  the  case  of  Riley  v.  Hicks. 

Cur.  ad9.  puli. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 
Bayley,  B. — The  declaration  in  this  case  contains  two 
special  countSi  and  two  counts  for  use  and  occupation.  The 
first  special  count  is  upon  an  executory  consideration — in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  demise  to  the  defend- 
ant for  a  certain  term,  to  wit,  for  the  term  of  two  years,  the 
defendant  promised  to  become  tenant  at  the  rent  of  2Lper 
week ;  and  it  aUeges,  byway  of  performance,  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  demise  for  the. said  term  of  two  years;  and  the 
breach  is,  that  the  defendant  did  not  take  possession,  or 
pay  ithe  rent.  It  appeared  upon  the  evidence  that  the  de- 
fendant's brother,  who  was  the  defendant's  agent,  proposed 
to  take  the  rooms,  not  barely  for  two  years,  but  for  two  or 
three,  and  to  this  proposal  the  plaintiff  acceded;  and  if  the 
legal  consequence  of  such  an  agreement  be,  as  it  is,  that 
the  defendant  should  be  entitled  to  hold  the  premises  on 
at  will  after  the  expiration  of  the  two  years,  unless  some- 
thing was  done  to  prevent  him,  and  that  his  tenancy  was 
not,  at  all  events,  to  expire  at  the  end  of  two  years,  which 
upon  a  It^se  for  two  years  simpliciter  would  be  the  case, 
the  consideration  for  the  defendant's  promise,  as  stated  in 
the  first  count,  is  not  truly  set  forth;  and  there  is  no  aver* 
ment  of  performance  of  that  which  really  was  the  consi- 
deration.    It  is  true,  the  term,  as  stated  as  the  considera- 

{a)  2  Sel.  N.  P.  821. 
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tion  for  the  promise,  is  stated  under  a  videlicet ;  but  it  is  Exch,  of  PUtu, 
not  on  that  account  the  less  material,  because  the  allega-  - 

tion  of  performance  is,  that  the  plaintiff  did  afterwards         Edqk 
let  to  the  defendant  for  the  said  term  of  two  years.     The     strafipord. 
plaintiff  therefore  cannot  recover  on  the  first  count. 

The  second  count  is  upon  an  executed  consideration — 
in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  had  demised;  and  though 
there  is  the  same  mistake  as  to  the  duration  of  the  term, 
yet,  as  that  is  upon  a  statement  under  a  videlicet^  I  am  dis- 
posed to  think  the  variance  upon  that  count  is  not  mate- 
rial ;  and  we  must,  therefore,  see  whether  there  is  any  other 
fatal  objection  to  that  count, — That  count  states  the  de- 
fendant's promise  to  have  been,  that  he  would  become  ten- 
ant at  the  rent  of  2L  payable  weekly,  and  to  enter  on  the 
SSth  April,  and  assigns  as  a  breach,  that  the  defendant 
did  not  take  possession  or  pay  21,  a-week,  by  means  where- 
of the  rooms  had  been  unoccupied,  and  had  become  out 
of  repair,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  laid  out  money  in  pre-  ^ 

paring  rooms  for  defendant's  reception.  This  count  does 
not  state  an  unqualified  promise  to  pay  21.  a-week,  upon 
which,  perhaps,  the  plaintiff  might  have  been  entitled 
to  have  sued,  though  defendant  had  never  entered,  and 
the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  bad  never  been  created ; 
but  his  only  promise  is,  that  he  will  become  tenant,  and  en- 
ter;  and  there  is  no  promise  to  pay  2L  per  week,  except  as 
that  is  a  consequence  of  his  becoming  tenant  If,  therefore, 
upon  the  evidence,  the  defendant  never  became  tenant, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  promise  stated  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  any  thing,  except  damages  for  breach  of  his 
promise,  viz.  for  not  becoming  tenant,  and  for  not  enter- 
ing; but,  against  his  recovering  these  damages,  the  4th 
section  of  the  statute  of  frauds  is  relied  upon ;  and  the  case 
of  Ifunan  v.  Stamp  (a)  is  pressed  as  an  authority  in  point. 
The  statute  of  frauds  provides,  that  no  action  shall  be 

.   (a)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  16. 
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£xcA.  of  Pleas,  bfought  whereby  lo  chai^ge  any  person  tqion  any  contract  or 
^  '  ^  sale  of  any  lands  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning  theni»  un- 
EooK  less  such  contract  were  in  writing;  andin/imuui  r.  SUtmp 
Strafford.  Lord  EUenborougk  ruled*  that  a  contract  for  letting  lodg- 
ings was  a  contract  for  an  interest  in  lands;  and  that  an  ac* 
tion  could  not  be  maintained  against  the  party  who  had  re- 
fused to  perform  his  agreement  for  taking  themj  because 
there  was  nothing  to  bind  him  but  a  verbal  agreement  It 
was  supposed*  upon  the  argument*  that  Rilegf  v.  Hieis  (a) 
was  at  variance  with  Inman  v.  Stamp,  but  I  cannot  see 
what  bearing  one  of  those  cases  has  upon  the  other.  The 
only  point  decided  in  Riley  v.  Hieks  is*  that  a  lease* 
though  it  were  to  commence  in/uiuro^  would  be  within  the 
exception  in  the  statute  of  frauds,  if  it  did  not  exceed  diree 
years  from  the  making ;  but  how  that  bears  upon  the  de- 
cision  in  Inman  v.  Stamp,  I  do  not  see.  It  may  be  aaid,  that 
it  is  strange  that  the  second  section  of  the  statute  has  made 
a  lease  for  less  than  three  years  from  the  making  valid*  and 
yet*  that  no  action  shdl  be  maintainable  upon  it  until  it  is 
made  effectual  as  a  lease  by  the  eatry  of  the  lessee;  but* 
first*  the  legislature  might  intend  to  make  a  distinction  be- 
tween those  cases  in  which  the  complaining  party  was  con* 
tented  to  confine  himself  to  its  operation  as  a  lease*  and 
sought  nothing  more  than  as  a  lease  it  would  give  him*  and 
those  in  which  he  went  further*  and  founded  upon  it  a  cUim 
for  damages*  which  might  far  exceed  whathecouIdi:lumun« 
der  it  in  the  character  of  a  lease ;  or*  secondly*  this  distinction 
might  not  have  been  contemplated*  but  may  be  the  result  of 
the  true  construction  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  first  aec* 
tion  of  that  statute  provides  that  all  leases*  estates*  interests 
of  freehold,  or  term  of  years*  or  any  uncertain  interest  in 
lands  made  by  livery  and  seisin  only*  or  by  parol*  and  not 
put  in  writing,  &c.,  shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of  leases 
or  estates  at  will  only;  except*  nevertheless,  all  leases  not 

(a)  Strange,  657* 
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exceeding  three  years  from  the  making  thereof^  whereupon  Exeh.  of  puum, 
the  rent  reserved  shall  amount  to  two^thirds  of  tlie  full  im- 
proved value.  The  4th  section  enacts,  that  no  action  shall 
be  brought  whereby  to  charge  the  defendant  upon  any 
contract  or  sale  of  lands,  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning 
them,  ttnleas  the  agreement  on  which  such  action  shall  be 
brought,  or  some  memorandum  thereof,  be  in  winling* 
Is  then  the  agreement  on  which  this  action  Ja  brought,  a 
contract  of  an  interest  in  lands?  Inman  v.  Stamp  says.dis^ 
tinctly,  that  it  is ;  and,  unless  that  case  can  be  successfully 
impeached,  it  must  govern  the  present.  But  can  that  case 
be  successfully  impeached  ?  Is  not  the  agreement  on  which 
this  action  is  brought,  a  contract  of  an  interest  in  lands? 
The  defendant,  by  the  lease,  has  an  interesse  termini  only; 
the  agreement  upon  which  the  action  is  founded,  is  to 
force  him  to  take  an  ulterior  interest,  and  clothe  himself 
with  the  possession.  If  it  be  said,  that  the  agreement  upon 
which  the  action  is  brought,  is  merely  a  result  by  opera- 
tion of  law  from  the  demisci  and  that,  as  that  is  a  valid  de- 
mise^  whatever  is  a  result  from  it,  must  be  valid  also,  the 
answer  seems  to  be,  that  the  fourth  section  takes  away  the 
right  to  sue  upon  this  result,  and  that  tliougK.the  result 
be  not  invalid,  it  cannot  be  made  tbeToundation  of  ^an  ac- 
tion. The  effect  then  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  as  for  as  it 
applies  to  parol  leases  not  exceeding  three  years  from  the 
making,  is  this,  that  the  leases  are  valid,  and  that  what- 
ever remedy  can  be  had  upon  them,  in  their  character. of 
leases,  may  be  resorted  to;  but  they  do  not  confer  the  right 
to  sue  the  lessee  for  damages  for  not  taking  possession. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  verdict  cannot  be  sup- 
ported upon  the  second  count. 

This  brings  us  to  the  counts  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion. These  counts  charge  the  defendant  fur  the  use  and 
occupation  of  rooms  had,  held,  used,  occupied,  possessed, 
and  enjoyed  by  him.  Is  this  true  as  to  any  of  the  points 
of  having,  holding,  using,  occupying,  possessing,  or  en- 
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Edge 

V. 

Strafford. 


Exeh.  0/  Pteat,  joying?  Before  entry  by  the  lessee,  what  effect  has  a  lease 

upon  the  land?  It  creates  an  inieresse  termini  in  the  les- 
see, which  the  lessee  may  grant  over,  but  the  land  still 
remains  in  the  lessor*  A  release  to  the  lessee  will  not 
enlarge  his  estate:  Why?  Because  he  has  nothing  in  the 
land  till  entry.  The  whole  estate  is  in  the  lessor  (a).  The 
lessor  cannot  grant  over  the  estate  by  the  description  of 
the  reversion :  Why  ?  Because  the  possession  is  wholly  in 
him  (6) :  so  the  lessee  cannot  bring  trespass,  because  he  has 
no  possession.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  there  is  no  count  upon  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover;  and,  consequently,  that  the  rule  must  be 
made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  Co.  LUt.  26.  b. ;  Litt.  s.  419;  Go.  Litt.  270.  a. 
(6)  Cro.  Gar.  110;  Co.  Litt.  270. 


To  lupport  an 
attachment  for 
the  non-per- 
formance of  an 
award  on  de- 
mand made  by 
a  third  person 
who  acts  under 
a  power  of  attor- 
ney, the  execu- 
tion of  the 
power  of  attor- 
ney must  be 
shewn  by  the 
subscribing  wit- 
ness, and  a  copy 
of  the  power  of 
attorney  must 
be  left  with  the 
party  upon 
whom  the  de- 
mand is  made. 


Laugher  v.  Laugher. 

ffOHN  JERVISy  on  a  former  day,  had  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  an  attachment  for  the  non-performance  of  an 
award.  The  demand  was  sworn  to  be  made  **  under  and 
by  virtue  of  a  power  of  attorney  signed  and  delivered  by 
the  plaintiff,**  to  the  party  by  whom  the  demand  was  made, 
but  there  was  no  affidavit  by  the  subscribing  witness  of  the 
execution  of  the  power  of  attorney,  nor  was  it  sworn  that 
a  copy  of  the  power  of  attorney  was  left  with  the  defend- 
ant, when  the  demand  was  made. 

Clarke  and  Holroyd  shewed  cause. — ^To  bring  a  party 
into  contempt,  a  demand  must  be  made  by  4he  party  to 
whom  the  money  is  awarded,  or  by  his  agent,  legally  au- 
thorized. In  this  case,  there  is  no  legal  evidence  of  the  au- 
thority of  the  agent,  for  the  power  of  attorney  could  only 
be  proved  by  the  subscribing  witness.     Accordingly,  it  is 
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stated  by  Mr.  Tidd  (a),  tliat  there  must  be  an  affidavit  JSjtcA.  «/  Pleas, 

1831. 
of  the  execution  of  the  award  and  power  of  attorney. —     ^      ^  '   ^ 

Secondly,  a  copy  of  the  power  of  attorney  should  be  left      Laugher 
with  the  party  upon  whom  the  demand  is  made  (6),  because       Lauoher. 
he  is  entitled  to  be  satisfied  that  he  is  not  paying  his  mo- 
ney to  one  who  has  no  authority  to  receive  it. 

John  Jervis,  contra, — The  affidavit  sufficiently  shews 
that  the  power  of  attorney  was  executed  by  the  plaintiff; 
and  the  authority  referred  to  does  not  state  that  the  sub- 
scribing witness  must  depose  to  that  fact.  In  the  case  of 
an  obligation^  the  subscribing  witness  must  be  called  to 
explain  if  any  thing  took  place  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion, but  in  the  case  of  a  dry  authority  to  receive  money, 
there  is  no  necessity  or  reason  for  that  rule.  In  Longman 
V.  Holmes  {c),  an  unstamped  indorsement  upon  the  award 
was  holden  a  sufficient  authority  to  receive  the  money 
awarded.  Upon  the  second  point  also,  no  decision  has 
been  cited.  Where  the  original  power  of  attorney  is  shewn, 
the  party  from  whom  the  money  is  demanded  has  an  op- 
portunity of  ascertaining  the  authority  of  tlie  agent;  but  it 
seems  to  have  been  decided  in  Bass  v.  Mainland  {d),  that 
it  is  not  even  necessary  to  shew  the  original  power  of  at- 
torney. 

Per  Curiam, — The  practice  is  correctly  stated  by  Mr. 
Tidd.  A  mere  parol  authority  to  demand  the  perform- 
ance of  the  award  would  not  be  sufficient,  and  if  a  power 
of  attorney  is  necessary  for  that  purpose,  it  must  be  shewn 
by  legal  evidence  that  that  delegation  of  authority  was 
properly  executed.  It  is  also  necessary  that  a  copy  of  the 
power  of  attorney  should  be  left  with  the  party  upon  whom 
the  demand  is  made,  in  order  that  he  may  be  satisfied  that 


(a)  Page  837-  (c)  2  Black.  990. 

{h)  Tidd's  Pract.  837.  (d)  8  Moore,  44. 
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Ewh.  of  Pleas,  the  party  making  the  demand  acted  under  a4egal  autho- 

rity. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs  (a). 

(a)  See  JachoH  v.  Clarke,  I  M'Clel.  72;  13  Price,  208.    Hartley  ▼. 
Barlow,  1  Chitty's  Rep.  229. 


Lauohbr 
Laugher. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(In  error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer.) 


! 


/ 


;>      The  grant  of  a 
"^  fair  or  market 
*'  CUM  ommhut 
tolnetis,  tt  alii* 
prqftcMis  prt' 
dictitfaiit  <|pe 
HUMtUnis  perti' 
nentibus  et  spec^ 
iantibut"  past- 
es a  reasonable 
toll  to  the 
grantee,  though 
the  amount  of 
toll  be  not  spe« 
clfied. 


Pawlett  v.  The  Corporation  of  Stamford. 

In  an  action  of  debt  for  tolls,  the  question  was,  whether, 
under  the  grant  of  a  fair  or  market,  *'  cum  omnibus  tolmetis 
ei  aliis  profieuis  .pretUetisferiis  sive  tmndinis  pertineniibus 
etspedantibuSf'  the  amount  of  toll  not  being  specified,  a  t<Al 
could  be  demanded*  The  Court  of  Exchequer  decided, 
that  the  grant  passed  a  reasonable  toll  (a) ;  and,  upon  a  writ 
of  error,  the  Chief  Justices  of  the  Courts  o(  King*s  Bench 
and  Common  Pleas,  after  argument  by  Clinton  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  and  Hildyard  for  the  defendants  in  er- 
ror, advised  Ae  Lord  Chancellor  to  affirm  the  judgment. 


Judgment  affirmed, 


(a)  See  ante,  p.  57  et  $eg. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas, 
1831. 

GODKIN  ».  ReDOATE.  '^        - 

Jn-  S.  RICHARDS  moved  for  a  distringas  upon  the  fol-  The  Court  wUi 
lowing  affidavit :  '*  That  the  deponent  used  all  means  in  bia  "wl^"ui^n  an 
power  to  serve  the  defendant  personally,  with  the  copy  of  J^fr^'f  Ib^dL. 
the  writ  of  venire  facias,  having  attended  at  the  dwell*  ponent  that  the 
ing-house  of  the  defendant,  on  the  1st  o{  April,  when  de-  keep*  oat  of  the 
ponent  saw  the  daughter  of  the  defendant,  and  inform-  I^'^oJ^^^^cj 
ed  her  he  had  a  writ  against  her  father,  and  wished  to  t>ut  it  must 
serve  him  with  a  copy  of  it;  when  she  said,  that  her  father  appear,  to  the 
was  not  at  home,  nor  was  he  likely  to  be  at  home ;  that  S^cmHt^that 
deponent  told  her  he  would  call  at  1 2  o'clock  the  next  day,  i|*«  defendant 

'^  •''   keeps  out  of  the 

to  serve  her  father  with  a  copy  of  the  writ ;  that  he  accord-  way  to  avoid 
ingly  called  at  the  bouse  of  the  defendant,  and  inquired  groonds  fwthe 
for  the  defendant,  when  he  was  informed  by  the  defend-  J^""*  ^ 
ant*s  son,  that  his  fkther  was  from  Home,  and  not  likely  to 
be  at  home ;  that  deponent  explained  to  the  defendant's 
son,  that  he  had  a  writ  against  his  father,  and  said  he 
would  call  again;  that  deponent  called  again  on  the  return 
day,  pursuant  to  a  further  notice,  and  again  inquired  for 
defendant,  when  defendant  s  son  again  told  the  deponent, 
that  his  father  was  from  honfe,  and  was  not  likely  to  be 
at  home;  that  deponent  believes  that  the  defendant  has 
kept  out  of  the  way,  to  avoid  the  service  of  the  said  writ,  for 
the  following  reasons,  because  deponent  had,  upon  a  previ- 
ous occasion  about  twelve  months  ago,  a  copy  of  a  writ  to 
serve  upon  the  defendant,  but  was  not  able  to  serve  him; 
and  has  been  informed,  and  verily  believes,  that  his  circum- 
stances are  deranged,  and  that  he  keeps  out  of  the  way  to 
avoid  being  arrested,  or  served  with  process.'* 

Bayley,  B. — The  Court  requires,  not  only  an  affidavit 
of  the  belief  of  the  party,  that  the  defendant  keeps  out  of 
the  way  to  avoid  personal  service,  but  of  circumstances  to 
shew  that  that  belief  is  well  founded.     It  is  consistent 
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GODKIN 

Redgate. 


Bxek.  of  Pleat,  with  this  affidavit,  that  the  defendant  was  from  home  upon 

business ;  for  it  is  not  sworn  that  he  was  seen  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood^  or  that  he  was  at  home  in  the  interval  between 
the  first  and  last  time,  when  the  deponent  went  to  serve  the 
writ.  It  does  not  appear  whether  every  material  part  of 
the  conversations  with  the  son  and  daughter  of  the  defend- 
ant is  disclosed  in  the  affidavit. 

Rule  refused  (a). 


(a)  See  Wiratwdey  v.  Edge^  ante,  p.  331. 


Affidavit  for 


WhITEHOKNE  V.  SiMONE. 

^/fMANNlNG  moved  for  a  distringas.  The  affidavit  stat^ 
ed  that  the  deponent  called  at  the  house  of  the  defend* 
ant|  on  the  5th  Aprils  to  serve  him  with  the  venire,  when 
the  servant  of  the  defendant  said,  her  master  was  not  at 
home.  The  deponent  appointed  to  call  again  on  the  fol- 
lowing day,  which  he  did,  but  did  not  see  the  defendant; 
and  on  the  15th  April,  the  deponent  called  again  pursu- 
ant to  an  appointment,  and,  not  finding  the  defendant,  left 
the  process  with  the  defendant's  servant. 


Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  affidavit  does  not  shew 
that  the  defendant  was  at  home  when  the  deponent  called, 
nor  does  it  state  that  the  servant  said  the  defendant  would 
be  at  home  at  the  times  appointed. 

Bayley,  B. — The  statutes  51  Geo.  3,  c.  124,  and  7  & 
8  Geo,  4f,  c.  71,  8.  5,  are,  in  this  respect,  the  same.  Upon 
the  former  it  was  holden  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in 
Turner  v.  Wall,  and  Down  v.  Crew  {a),  that  the  facts  upon 
which  the  belief  of  the  deponent  were  founded,  must  be 


(a)  5  Taunt.  520;  1  Manh.  267- 
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Stated,  and  that  it  was  not  sufficient  merely  to  swear  to         1831. 
belief  that  the  defendant  kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  the    ^h„ehornb 
service.     No  grounds  for  the  deponent's  belief  are  here  v. 

,  .1  V  l_  1_     1  SmONE. 

stated ;  on  the  contrary,  it  does  not  appear,  that  the  whole 
of  the  servaAt*s  answer  respecting  her  master  is  stated  in 
the  affidavit,  or  that  she  said  he  was  then  at  home,  or 
would  be  at  home  before  the  time  at  which  the  deponent 
appointed  to  call  again. 

Garrow,  B. — If  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  defendant 
being  from  home  upon  three  occasions  were  sufficient  with* 
out  more,  a  (UstringoM  might  in  every  case  be  obtained,  by 
making  visits  purposely  timed  during  hours  when  the  de- 
fendant is  known  to  be  absent  at  his  daily  employment. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Marshall  and  Another,  Executors  of  Talford,  9.  Broad- 
hurst. 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  contained  two  sets  of  a.  agrees  to  do 
counts.  The  first  set  of  coiwts  was  for  work  and  labour  ^'ddUjTbefore 
done,  and  materials  found,  and  goods  sold  and  delivered  ^^^  ^^'^  ^  ^~ 

,  ,  gun:  theexe- 

by  the  testator,  laymg  the  promises  to  the  testator;  and  cutonof^.  do 
the  second  set  of  counts  was  for  work  and  labour  done,  the  materiais'<^ 
and  materials  found  and  used  about  such  work  and  labour,  '^••--p^f >  ^'^ 

'    an  action  by  the 

and  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  as  execu-  executors,  in 

1      -         1  •  ^1  1   •     .  /r.  ^*i'  represcnt- 

tors,  laymg  the  promises  to  the  plaintiffs  as  executors,  ative  character^ 
Fka-Non  assumpsit.  SuTS^.?;!.^- 

At  the  trial  at  the  last  Assizes  for  Cheshire,  before  ra^^ten^Js  found, 
Ttndalt  C.  J.,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the  facts  cutors  might  re- 
of  the  case: —The  defendant  employed  the  testator  to  ofthemateriX 
erect  a  temporary  gallery  and  other  wood  work  for  the  •"^  ««^ft^»  that 

*  ''  °  ''  they  might  also 

recover  for  the 
work  and  labour  q»  executors  of  ^. 

VOL.  I.  F  F 
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^^^^f^^'  purposes  of  a  public  dinner;  shortly  after  the  order  was 
V  V  '^  given,  and  before  it  was  begun,  the  testator  died,  and  the 
Marshall  plaintiffs,  as  executors,  performed  the  work,  using  the  ma- 
Broadhurst.  terials  of  the  testator*  Upon  these  facts,  it  was  objected, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover:  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  support  the  first  set  of  counts ;  and,  with  re- 
spect to  the  second  set  of  counts,  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  goods  sold ;  that  the  work  and  labour  were  done  on 
the  personal  contract  of  the  executors,  for  which  they  could 
only  sue  in  their  individual  capacity;  and  that  the  materials 
alleged  to  have  been  supplied  for  suck  work  and  labour 
could  not  be  separated  from  the  work  and  labour.  The 
learned  Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion,  that  the  plamtiffs 
could  not  recover  for  the  work  and  labour,  but  thought 
that  they  might  for  the  materials,  because  the  allegation 
was  divisible;  and  the  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict  for  the 
amount  of  the  materials,  with  liberty  for  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Lloyd  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  enter  a  non* 
siut.  The  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  for  the  materials  on  the 
count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  because  the  contract  is 
entire,  though  composed  of  different  things,  and  cannot  be 
separated.  Coiirellyr.Apsey{a).  Can  they  then  recover  for 
the  materials  in  the  counts  for  work  and  labour,  and  materi- 
als supplied  for  such  work  by  the  executors?  It  was  decid- 
ed at  the  trial  that  they  could  not  recover  for  the  work  and 
labour,  and  there  was  ho  evidence  of  work  done  by  the 
plaintiffs  of  executors,  and  therefore  no  materials  could 
be  supplied  for  such  work.  Until  the  job  is  completed, 
the  materials  belong  to  the  party  by  whom  the  job  is  done. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  executors  to  dispose  of  the  assets  of 
the  testator:  they  cannot  carry  on  his  business,  unless  they 
do  so  at  their  own  risk.  If  they  may  do  so  in  one  in- 
stance, they  may  in  every  case;  and  so  the  estate  of  the 

{a)  1  Marsh.  581, 6  Taunt.  324. 
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testator  may  be  wasted  by  the  specnlations  of  his  repre-  Bxek,  g^PteoM, 
sentativ^s.    But  it  is  clear  thai  the  plaintiffs  might  sue  for      ^...v-^ 
the  whole  in  their  individual  capacity;  and  it  was  decided,     Marihall 
at  the  trial,  that,  for  the  work  and  labour,  they  must  so    broadhoest, 
sue,  and  therefore  the  defendant  would  be  liable  to  two 
actions  in  respect  of  the  same  job.     It  was  a  personal  en- 
gagement of  the  testator,  which  ceased  at  his  death,  and 
became  a  personal  contract  of  the  executors  when  under- 
taken by  them,  for  which  they  could  only  sue  in  their  in- 
dividoal  capacity. 

Per  Curiam. — It  is  a  plain  rule,  that,  whenever  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  action  would,  when  recovered,  be  assets, 
the  executor  may  sue  in  his  representative  character. 
Ord  V.  Fenwick  (a),  Cowell  v.  Waits  (6).  If  a  party  con- 
tract for  himself  and  his  executors  to  build  a  house,  and 
die,  the  executors  must  go  on,  or  they  would  be  liable  to 
damages  for  not  completing  the  work;  if  they  go  on,  it  is 
work  and  labour  done  by  them  as  executors;  they  may 
recover  as  executors,  and  the  money,  when  recovered,  will 
be  assets  in  their  hands.  Suppose  a  party  to  have  engag- 
ed to  build  a  house,  and  to  have  procured  all  the  neces- 
sary materials,  in  the  event  of  his  death  may  not  the  exe- 
cutors complete  the  work,  or  must  they  dispose  of  the  ma- 
terials at  a  loss  to  the  estate?  Or  if  a  man  build  half  a 
house,  and  die,  if  the  executors  complete  the  work  are 
there  to  be  two  actions  in  respect  of  the  same  job?  Such 
a  rule  would,  in  many  cases,  operate  much  to  the  deterio- 
ration of  property.  If,  for  instance,  a  bookseller  under- 
take to  publish  a  work  in  parts,  and,  before  the  comple- 
tion, die,  a  subscriber  has  a  claim  upon  his  estate  to  com- 
plete the  work,  for  otherwise  those  parts  which  he  has 
purchased,  upon  the  faith  of  the  work  being  completed, 

(a)  3  East,  1 10..  (6)  6  East,  405. 
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&rek.  qf  Pboj^  are  uselcss.  When  the  law  speaks  of  executors  not  carry- 

1831.  •  •  .  . 

ing  on  the  business  of  their  testator,  it  means  that  they 


are  not  to  buy  and  sell.  We  do  not  say  that  execu- 
Broadhuest.  tors  are  bound  to  go  on  to  an  indefinite  extent,  but  it  is 
reasonable  that  they  should  do  so  to  a  certain  extent 
For  instance,  if  a  man  make  half  a  wheelbarrow  or  half  a 
pur  of  shoes,  and  die,  the  executors  may  complete  them, 
and  they  are  not  bound  to  sacrifice  the  property  of  their 
testator  by  selling  articles  in  an  imperfect  state.  It  is 
otherwise,  where  the  testator  enters  into  a  personal  en- 
gagement to  be  performed  by  himself  only. 

In  the  absence  of  authority  to  the  contrary,  it  seems 
reasonable  that  the  plaintiffs  should  recover  under  the 
circumstances  of  thb  case. 

Rule  refused. 


Reoenue. 

A  sale  under  an 
extent  is  not  vi- 
tiated as  against 
a  purchaser  by 
tlie  agent  of  the 
Crown  malung 
a  bond  fide  bid 
for  himsel£ 


Rex  0.  Marsh. 
lUpon  an  extent]. 

Some  freehold  property  belonging  to  the  defendant 
had  been  sold  under  an  order  of  this  0>urt  in  1829.  On 
that  occasion  the  purchaser  was  discharged,  on  the  ground 
of  a  puffer  having  been  employed  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown  (a). 

A  second  sale  took  place  in  March,  183L  On  that  oc- 
casion one  Jervis  Nokes  was  the  highest  bidder,  and  was 
declared  the  purchaser  for  S40/. 


R.  Scarlett  had  obtained  the  usual  rule  to  confirm  the 
purchase ;  against  which — 

Beames  now  shewed  cause,  on  the  ground  that  Mr. 


(a)  See  3  Y.  &  J.  331 . 
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Driver,  the  surveyor  and  agent  for  the  Crown  in  this  bu- 
siness, had  attended  the  sale,  and  had  bid  up  to  235L,  the 
next  bidding  to  that  of  the  purchaser.  Driver  was  the 
Crown  agent,  to  whom  persons  had  been  referred  for  in- 
formation and  particulars  about  the  sale ;  and  the  printed 
particulars  stated  the  sale  to  be  without  reserve.  Driver 
was  the  only  bidder  besides  the  purchaser.  Driver  swore 
that  he  was  a  true  and  band  fide  bidder,  and  intended  to 
purchase  for  himself,  and  would  still  be  willing  to  take 
the  property  at  his  own  bid. 
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IB^am^tf,  for  the  purchaser. — The  question  is,  whether  the 
agent  for  the  purchaser  can  interfere  in  the  manner  in  which 
the  Crown  agent  has  done  in  this  case.  It  is  a  clear  rule  in 
Courts  of  equity,  that  a  person  who  is  an  agent  can  never 
purchase  for  himself.  He  could  not,  if  he  had  been  the 
highest  bidder,  have  compelled  the  Crown  to  complete 
the  purchase.  The  Crown  ought  not  to  sanction  its  own 
agent  as  a  purchaser.  It  is  only  another  mode  of  puffing; 
and  if  Driver  had  been  the  purchaser,  the  Crown  could 
not  have  sustained  the  sale  as  against  the  creditors. 


Lord  Lymdhurst,  C.  B. — The  creditors  might  have 
had  a  right  to  apply  to  set  aside  the  sale;  but  you  are  ap- 
plying on  the  part  of  the  purchaser.  The  reason  why  an 
agent  is  not  allowed  to  bid  is  for  the  sake  of  the  seller. 
He  is  not  allowed  to  avail  himself  of  the  knowledge  he 
may  have  acquired  as  agetit. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Anagent  of  a 
fire  insurance 
company  I  who  ' 
has  received 
premiums  and 
dudes  for  the 
office  to  whom 
)ie  has  given 
security,  is  lia- 
ble to  a  writ  of 
immediate  ex- 
tent for  the  du- 
ties. 


Rex  v.  Wramohav. 

X  HIS  was  a  writ  of  immediate  extent  against  the  defend- 
ant,  who  had  been  a  country  agent  to  a  Fire  Insurance 
Company,  and  bad  received  monies  for  duties  and  pre- 
miums.   The  extent  was  for  the  amount  of  the  duties. 

jD.  Pollock  moved  to  set  aside  the  extent,  on  aflSdavits 
shewing  that  the  defendant  had  given  security  to  the  Fire 
Office;  and  he  urged  that  the  defendant  was  liable  to  the 
Fire  Office  alone,  for  whom  he  received  the  premiums  and 
duties,  which  constituted  one  entire  siun,  for  which  they 
had  taken  security.  He  contended,  that  there  was  no 
privity  between  the  defendant  and  the  Crown;  and  that 
the  extent  was  a  mere  device  of  the  Insurance  Office,  to 
enable  them  to  get  the  full  amount  of  the  duties,  for  which 
they  were  really  answerable,  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
general  creditors. 

Shephardi  contra^  contended,  that,  wherever  a  party 
has  knowingly  in  his  hands  monies  belonging  to  the 
Crown,  he  is  accountable  to  the  Crown;  and  that  his  being 
also  liable  to  the  Insurance  Company  on  his  bond  could 
make  no  difference. 


Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  defendant  is  indebted 
directly  to  the  King.  Whoever  •  receives  money  of  the 
Crown,  becomes  an  immediate  debtor  to  the  Crown.  The 
receipt  of  money  belonging  to  the  Crown  constitutes  a 
privity  with  the  Crown. 

Rule  refused. 
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Revenus, 

The  Attorney-General  v.  Carpenter. 

X  HE  defendant  having  been  served  with  a  notice  to  A  defendant  to 
plead,  applied  at  the  office  to  be  allowed  to  plead,  and  was  maJ^pi^hT^ 
informed,  that  he  could  only  plead  in  person  by  order  of  P«'>o«  ^n  Court. 
the  Court.    Accordingly,  he  now  appeared  in  Court  to 
move  for  a  rule  that  he  might  be  allowed  to  plead  in  per- 
son. 

The  Court,  at  first,  granted  the  rule;  but  afterwards, 
upon  the  suggestion  of  the  defendant,  directed  him  to 
hand  over  his  plea  in  Court  to  the  officer;  which  he  ac- 
cordingly did. 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Estate  of  Vivian,  deceased. 

^AMOS  moved  for  an  attachment,  absolute  in  the  first  The  rule  for  an 
Instance,  against  the  executors  of  this  estate,  for  not  ac-  noTtl^untin^' 
counting  to  the  lesacy  office,  pursuant  to  a  rule  obtained  <<>  t^«  ^^v^y 

^        ,      ®  o     ^  *   r  office,  if  a  rule 

for  that  purpose.  nwi,  which 

malces  itself  ab- 
solute by  a  cer- 

The  Court  said,  that  it  could  only  be  a  rule  to  shew  .«*>»;  day,  unless 

in  the  meantime 

cause;  but  subsequently  granted  a  rule  nisit  to  be  abso-  cause  be  shewn. 
lute  by  a  day  certain,  unless  cause  was  shewn  on  or  before 
that  day. 


4fIO  cases  in  the  BXCHBaCSB, 

MxdL  of  Pfmu, 
1831. 

R18DALB  V,  Kellt. 

A  dccbratioo  in  T^HE  declaration  in  this  case,  in  debt,  demanded  6(ML, 
601.  and  COD-     '^^  contuned  six  counts,  each  of  which  was  for  10/.  par- 

tainednxcounti   ccl.  &C. 
for  102.  each;       ^^■j  •**'• 

and  the  defend-  The  defendant  pleaded,  that  he  did  not  owe  the  said 

be'did'not  owe  Bum  of  lOL  aboYC  demanded,  or  any  part  thereof.     The 

m^^Tcde?^  plaintiff  signed  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea;  and  Ball  ob- 

manded.   The  taiued  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  judgment  should  not 

thii  plea  at  a  be  set  aside;  against  which  rule  cause  was  now  shewn  by 

Ti^bi'indll  Jervis  and  Temple,  who  reUed  upon  MacdonneUy,  Mae- 


ftigncdjadg- 
ment  The 
Court  let  the 
}ndgmcDt  adde. 


ment    The       donnellia). 

Conrtietthe  ^  ' 


Ball,  in  support  of  his  rule,  relied  upon  Aitwoodvm 
Banacich  (6),  where  Lord  Tenterden  intimated  an  opinion, 
that  the  words  "  of  ten  pounds,"  might,  in  such  case,  be 
rejected  as  surplusage. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — No  sum  of  10/.  is  demanded 
in  this  declaration.  Therefore,  when  you  say  that  you  do 
not  owe  the  said  sum  of  10/.,  above  demanded,  I  should 
incline  to  think  that  the  words  **  of  10/."  may  be  rejected 
as  surplusage.  At  all  events,  it  is  too  much  to  treat  such 
a  plea  as  a  nullity. 

Bayley,  B. — In  MacdonneU  v.  Macdonnell,  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  plea  was  an  issuable  plea  under  a 
Judge's  order;  which  is  quite  a  different  question  from 
the  one  now  before  the  Court.  I  argued,  in  that  case, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  his  judgment  for  too  much; 
but  the  Court  said,  you  are  under  terms  to  plead  issuably 
to  the  whole  declaration. 

If  the  words  '*  of  10/."  can  be  rejected  as  surplusage, 

(a)  3  Boe.  &  Pul.  174.  (b)  1  D.  &  R.474. 
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then  the  present  is  a  good  plea  to  the  wholci  and  would  £'<^*  ^  ^  '^m> 
be  so  treated  on  a  trial.    No  sum  of  10/.  is  here  demand- 
ed; the  sum  demanded  is  60A/  and  the  words  '*  of  10/." 
are  obviously  inapplicable  to  the  declaration,  and  may 
therefore  be  rejected. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  rule  was  made — 

Absolute. 


Mason  v.  Clarke. 

J  HIS  case  was  tried  at  the  sittings  in  Term,  and,  on  the  where  a  cause 
authority  of  Kirkham  v.  Marten  (a)—  ^^P^*  f^^^ 

"  sitoDgs  In  1  enOy 

a  modoD  may  be 

Thenger  was  allowed  to  move  for  a  new  trial  within  trial,  at  any 
four  days  after  the  return  of  the  distringas,  although  more  S^tlltotiie"' 
than  four  days  had  elapsed  since  the  trial.  ^^^  o^^« 

dittringai,  al- 
though more 
(o)  2  B.  &  A.  614.  than  four  days 

have  elapsed 
since  the  trial. 


Poolby,  Assignee  of  Syers,  v,  Millard. 

X  ROVER  by  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt.  At  the  trial,  be-  Where,  in 
fore  Gaselee,  J.,  at  the  last  Lent  Assizes  for  the  county  of  ^|**"eeo^hank- 
Noffolk.  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  the  petitioning  creditor's  '«pt.  it  appear- 

-1  u*  .-        r    J-       \        v.-  U   U   -J    u  •  J  edthatabiU 

debt,  notice  to  dispute  which  had  been  given,  produc-  drawn  and  iu- 


anac- 


ed  and  proved  a  bill  of  exchange  for  56/.  drawn  by  the  peStloningcre- 
petitioning  creditor,  and  accepted  by  the  bankrupt.     The  ditor,  and  ac- 
plaintiff  then  proved  that  another  bill  of  exchange,  for  bankrupt,  had 
70/.,  drawn  by  the  petitioning  creditor,  and  accepted  by  attbe^peiS^of 
the  bankrupt,  had  been  produced,  properly  stamped,  be-  JJ||^^]SI?^*^°' 
fore  the  commissioners  at  the  opening  of  the  commission,  then  examined 

by  the  commis- 
sioners, and  had 
afterwards  been  lost,  and,  though  search  had  been  made,  could  not  be  found  or  produced  at  the 
trial:— HeM,  that  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  was  proved  by  evidence  of  the  contents  of  such  bill. 
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Em*,  tf  PUoi,  The  commissioners  on  that  occasion  examined  the  two 

183] 

hills;  and  adjudicated  thereupon  at  the  meeting  far  open- 
ing the  commission;  the  bill  for  70/.  was  laid  upon  die 
table  before  which  the  commissioners  sat,  amongst  many 
other  papers,  and  when  the  solicitor  to  the  oommisnon 
took  the  papers  away,  he  missed  that  bill,  which  was  never 
seen  again,  though  searched  for  both  at  the  place  of  meet- 
ing and  at  the  petitioning  creditor's  place  of  abode,  and 
at  the  solicitor's  office.  The  petitioning  creditor  had  in- 
dorsed the  bill  in  blank,  and  had  taken  it  up  before  the 
issuing  of  the  commission.  A  verdict  having  passed  for 
the  plaintiff — 

B.  Andrews  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  could  not  be 
established  without  the  production  of  the  bill.  Against 
which  cause  was  now  shewn  by — 

Kelly  ^  Gunnings  and  Palmer. — It  was  proved  at  the  trial, 
that,  up  to  the  time  of  the  commission  and  adjudication, 
there  was  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt.  It  is  clear, 
that  if  there  be  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt  at  the 
time  of  issuing  the  commission,  the  commission  will  not 
be  invalidated  from  the  circumstance  of  such  debt  not  be- 
ing proved  to  have  continued  till  the  time  of  the  trial. 
If  the  debt  be  destroyed  before  the  trial,  the  commission 
would  still  be  supported. 

In  Ex  parte  Douihai  (a),  the  bill  drawn  by  the  bankrupt 
was  held  to  constitute  a  sufficient  petitioning  creditor's 
debt,  though  it  appeared  that,  subsequently  to  the  com- 
missioui  it  had  been  duly  presented  and  paid  by  the  ac- 
ceptors. That  case  shews,  that  the  only  question  is,  whe- 
ther there  was  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt  at  the 
time  when  the  commission  issued.  If  a  subsequent  de- 
struction  or  payment  of  the  debt  should  be  held  to  invali- 

'n)  4  B.  &  A.  67. 
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date  the  commUriont  very  serious  consequences  would  ExcH,  rf  Pka$, 

arise,  as  the  commissioners,  assignees,  messenger,  and  - 

every  body  acting  under  the  commission  would  become  Poolby 

trespassers  ab  initio.  Millauol 

B.  AndrewMj  in  support  of  the  rule  — Without  the  pro^ 
duction  of  the  bill  any  evidence  of  its  contents  was  inad- 
missible. In  PiersQn  v»  HutohiMon(a\  Lord  EUenbth 
rough  expressly  rei^uaed  to  receive  evidence  of  the  con* 
tents  of  a  lost  bill.  It  was  decided,  in  Hamard  v.  Robin^ 
son{b)t  that  the  indorser  cannot  recover  on  a  lost  biU 
against  the  acceptor.  Lord  Tenierden,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  oi  King's  Bench  in  that  case,  says, 
**  the  acceptor,  paying  the  bill,  has  a  right  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  instrument  for  his  own  security,  and  as  his 
voucher  and  discharge  pro  tanio  in  his  account  with  the 
drawer."  It  is  quite  clear,  therefore,  that  the  petitioning 
creditor  could  not  have  recovered  upon  this  bill  against 
the  bankrupt.  It  lay  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  good 
petitioning  creditor's  debt;  and  the  rule  is,  that  a  petition- 
ing  creditor's  debt  must  be  established  by  the  same  evi* 
dence,  which  would  enable  him  to  recover  in  an  action 
brought  by  him  against  his  debtor.  This  rule  was  ex-» 
pressly  laid  dovm  by  Mr.  Justice  BuUer^  in  Abbott  y* 
Pbtmbe  (e). 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  L.  C.  B. — The  evidence  may  vary 
irom  circumstances  which  have  interposed  before  the  trial. 
Suppose  a  subscribing  witness  has  died  before  the  trial, 
proof  of  his  handwriting  would  be  admissible.  The  only 
question  is,  whether  there  was  a  good  petitioning  credi- 
tor's debt  at  the  time  when  the  commission  issued. 

Bayley,  B. — In  an  action,  you  must  shew  that  the  de- 
(«)  2  Camp.  21 1.         (/>)  7  B.  &  C.  90.  (c)  Dougl.  216- 
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Bteeh.  of  PUa»,  mand  b  recoyerable.     Now.  in  an  action  on  a  lost  bill,  you 
1831. 

do  shew  that  there  was  once  a  good  cause  of  action  in  ex- 

istence,  but  it  also  appears,  that,  through  negligence,  the 
right  of  recoyering  is  lost.  The  debt  is  still  a  legal  debt,  but 
it  is  only  recoverable  in  a  Court  of  equity.  When  you  have 
proved  that  a  particular  instrument  is  lost,  you  are  let  into 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents.     Then,  in  the  present  case, 
it  was  proved  that,  at  the  time  when  the  commission  issued, 
there  was  a  legal  debt;  that  debt,  it  is  true,  could  not  be 
enforced  in  a  Court  of  law  at  the  time  this  action  was 
tried,  but  here  the  party  was  not  trying  to  enforce  it. 
Perhaps,  the  circumstances  might  have  given  the  bankrupt 
a  right  to  apply  to  the  Chancellor  to  supersede  the  com- 
mission, unless  an  adequate  security  were  given;  but  both 
the  bankrupt  and  the  creditors  may  have  an  interest  in 
supporting  the  commission.     Such  an  interest  cannot  be 
defeated  by  the  neglect  of  the  petitioning  creditor.    The 
hardship  is  upon  the   bankrupt  alone,   for  a  bond  Jide 
holder  might  sue  upon  the  bill,  and  might  not  be  compel- 
led to  prove.     The  remedy  of  the  bankrupt  in  such  a  case 
would  be  by  an  application  to  the  Chancellor  to  supersede 
the  commission,  unless  an  indemnity  were  given.     The 
debt  was  a  legal  debt,  and  the  reason  why  it  cannot  be  re* 
covered  in  a  Court  of  law  is,  that  a  Court  of  law  cannot 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  give  an  indemnity;  a  Court  of  equi* 
ty  can  (a). 

Garrow,  B«,  and  Bolland,  B.,  concurred;  and  the 
rule  was 

Discharged. 

(a)  Vide  Ex  parte  Greenway,  6  Vcs.  812. 
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Exch.  (f  Plea$, 
iS31. 

Gould  v.  Davis. 

t^ERVIS  had  obtained  a  rule  on  behalf  of  the  attorney  where  piamdff 
for  the  plaintiff,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  "jj^f/^^^jl 
and  upon  one  John  Pollard,  to  shew  cause  why  they,  or  tied  an  action, 
one  of  them,  should  not  deliver  to  the  plaintiff 's  attorney  pLiting^bUiof 
a  certain  bill  of  exchange,  which  had  been  signed  by  the  £[^jf  a  thSd 
defendant  as  a  settlement  of  the  action,  and  had  been  de-  puty,  the  Court 

ordered  the  bill 

posited  in  the  hands  of  Pollard,     It  appeared,  upon  affi-  to  be  given  up 

davit,  that  the  action  had  been  brought  to  recover  25/.,  ^orne^"*^*^'* 

and  that  the  cause  stood  for  trial  at  the  last  Monmouth 

Assizes.     The  defendant  called  upon  the  plaintiff's  attor* 

ney,  just  before  the  assizes,  and  told  him,  that  he  had  a 

defence;  but  that,  as  the  plaintiff  was  a  beggar,  he  would 

give  23L  in  discharge  of  the  debt  and  costs.     The  plain- 

tiff^s  attorney  told  the  defendant  that  the  costs  would 

amount  to  that  sum,  but  if  the  plaintiff  would  accept  5/. 

for  hb  debt,  he,  the  attorney,  would  not  dissuade  the 

plaintiff  from  such  an  arrangement;  and  he  requested  the 

defendant  to  inform  the  plaintiff  of  the  defendant's  offer. 

On  the  same  day  on  which  the  above  conversation  took 

place,  the  defendant  went  to  an  inn  near  the  plaintiff's 

residence,  and  sent  for  the  plaintiff,  and  prevailed  on  him, 

without  the  privity  or  assent  of  the  attorney,  to  put  his 

mark  to  a  paper  containing  as  follows: — 

"  Mr.  D.  W.  Davie s.  Dr.  to  JohnGould, 
''To  the  maintenance  of  £.,  including  law  expenses,  24/. 
''  Settled  the  above,  by  bill  of  two  months  after  date;  and 
I  also  agree  to  withdraw  all  law  proceedings  against 
Mr.  Davies. 

**  The  mark  V^  oiJohn  Gould. 
"  Witness,  John  PoUard.'' 

The  bill  was  deposited  in  Pollard*s  hands,  to  remain  till 
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^«**  ^^'««»  it  became  due.     The  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  swore  that 

V     <^'  ^     he  believed  that  the  arrangement  was  entered  into  purpose- 

Gould        ly  (o  deprive  him  of  his  costs,  amounting  to  about  25/L, 

Davih.        and  that  th^  defendant  and  Pollard  well  knew  the  circnm* 

stanoc«  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  quite  unable  to  pay  the  costs. 


John  Evans  shewed  cause,  and  Jereu  was  heard  in  sup- 
port of  his  rule.  Grfffin  y.  Eyles  (a),  Welth  v.  Hole  (6), 
Turwinv,  Gibson  (c),  and  Chapman  v.  Haw{d)t  were  cited. 

Bayley,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
made  absolute.  Wherever  there  h  collusion  between  a 
plaintiff  and  a  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  the 
attorney  of  his  costs,  the  attorney  may  proceed  with  the 
action  for  those  costs.  In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  settle  the  debt  between  themselves,  the  de- 
fendant being  well  aware  of  the  claim  of  the  attorney,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  pay  the  costs.  The  frfain- 
tiff  has  only  a  right  to  recover  his  debt;  he  has  no  right 
to  get  into  his  hands  the  costs  which  should  come  into  the 
hands  of  the  attorney.  The  defendant,  by  giring  this  se- 
curity, lent  himself  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  being 
a  beggar,  in  what  a  situation  would  the  attorney  be  placed 
by  the  arrangement  between  these  parties,  if  the  Court 
were  not  to  interfere  in  the  manner  prayed  for  by  this  rule  ? 

The  present  is  not  the  case  of  a  payment  of  money,  but 
of  giving  a  security,  which  includes  the  costs  and  a  part  of 
the  debt.  The  security  being  given,  who  ought  to  have 
the  benefit  of  it?  If  the  cause  went  on,  the  attorney  would 
have  had  a  lien  on  the  fruits  of  the  action.  Here,  instead 
of  a  judgment,  a  security  is  obtaitfled — an  undertaking  by 
the  defendant  to  pay  at  some  future  day.  Part  of  thb 
is  clearly  in  satisfaction  of  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff's  at- 


(«)  1  H.  B.  122.  (f )  3  Atk.  720. 

{()  Dougl.2:37.  {d)  1  taunt. 34 1. 
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torney*    It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  plaintifTs  at-  ^"*".^/'*^*' 
torney  has  a  right  to  the  possession  of  this  document,  for     ^•— -v — ^ 
the  purpose  of  first  paying  himself,  and  as  a  trustee        Oould 
aceountable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  residue.    This  will  be        Davis. 
the  right  and  just  course  as  between  all  the  parties.    The 
plaintiff  has  agreed  that  tlie  defendant  should  be  dis- 
charged, on  payment  of  251.    Our  present  deciflion  will 
satisfy  that  agreement.     The  plaintiff  will  receive  it  with- 
out any  deduction  except  the  costs,  which  he  is  liable  to 
pay  to  bis  attorney.    I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  this 
rule  should  be  made  absolute. 

Garrow,  B. — The  party  upon  whom  this  rule  wiU 
operate  has  no  right  to  complain.  He  is  substantially  in 
the  same  situation  in  which  he  put  himself  by  the  agree^ 
ment. 

BoLLAND,  B. — This  case  is  not  distinguishable  in  prin- 
ciple from  that  cited  from  Atkins. 

Rule  absolute. 


SoLARTE  0.  Palmer. 
[In  Error  from  the  King's  Bench]. 

Assumpsit  against  the  indorsers  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  a  letter  to  the 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Tenierden,  C*  J.,  at  the  Lon-  L"f«SLS*'"^ 

dan  Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  1828,  the  only  question  fro™  the  attor- 

"  '^  ney  8  of  the  hold- 

er, stating,  that 
*<a  bill  for  683^, 
drawn  by  if.  upon  B.,  and  bearing  your  indorsement,  has  been  put  into  our  liands  by  C,  with  di* 
rcctions  to  take  legal  measures  for  the  recovery  thereof,  unless  immediately  paid,"  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient notice  of  dishonour  in  an  action  by  C,  the  holder,  against  the  indorser. 
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^ch,(^^^>  was  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  dishonour  of  the 

bill  of  exchange.  The  learned  Judge  ruled,  that  the  no- 
tice was  insufficient,  upon  which  a  bill  of  exceptions  was 
tendered  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  a  verdict  passed 
for  the  defendants.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  on  the 
judgment^  which  was  entered  for  the  defendants.  The 
part  of  the  bill  of  exceptions  upon  which  the  argument  and 
judgment  proceeded  was  as  follows: — 

''  And  thereupon  the  counsel  for  the  said  plaintifi  did 
give  in  evidence,  and  prove  that  the  said  bill  was  return- 
ed to  the  said  plaintiffs  for  such  non-payment  on  the  16th 
day  of  the  said  December;  and  the  said  counsel  for  the 
said  plaintiffs  did  further  give  in  evidence  and  prove«  that 
the  said  plaintiffs  did,  on  the  17th  day  of  December  afore- 
said, cause  to  be  written  by  Messrs.  J,  and  S.  Pearce, 
the  attorneys  at  law  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  plaintiffs, 
the  following  letter  to  the  said  defendants: — 

"  17th  December,  1825. 
*'  Gentlemen — A  bill  for  683/.,  drawn  by  Mr.  Joseph 
Keats  upon  Messrs.  Daniel,  Jones ,  ^  Co.^  and  bearing 
your  indorsement,  has  been  put  into  our  hands  by  the  as- 
signees of  Mr.  J.  JR.  de  AUaedo  (the  plaintiffs),  indth  di- 
rections to  take  legal  measures  for  the  recovery  thereof, 
unless  immediately  paid  to — Gentlemen,  your  very  obedi- 

ent  servants,  J.  n^^  S.  P<:arce. 

(Addressed) 
Messrs.  Palmer  Sf  Bouch.' 

"  Which  said  letter  was,  on  the  said  17th  day  of  Decern^ 
ber,  by  the  directions  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  plain- 
tiffs, sent  to  and  received  by  the  said  defendants;  and  the 
said  Chief  Justice  did  then  and  there  declare  and  deliver 
his  opinion  to  the  Jury  aforesaid,  that  the  aforesaid  letter 
was  not  a  sufficient  notice  of  the  dishonour  and  non-pay- 
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ment  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange  to  entitle  the  said  plain-  Exeh.  Chamber, 
tiffs  to  maintain  and  support  the  said  action  against  the 
said  defendants;  and  that  upon  the  said  evidence  the  said 
Jury  ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  said  defendants;  and 
with  that  direction  left  the  same  to  the  said  Jury." 

R.  V.  Richards,  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  object  of  notice 
of  dishonour  is«  to  put  parties^  who  are  collaterally  liable^ 
upon  their  guard,  so  that  they  may  have  the  opportunity 
of  withdrawing  their  funds j  aiid  also  to  give  them  informal 
tion  that  the  holders  look  to  them  for  payment.  The  no* 
tice  in  the  present  case  is  sufficient  for  both  these  pur- 
poses, and  there  is  no  authority  to  shew  that  any  set  form 
of  words  is  necessary.  The  rule  on  this  subject  is  laid 
down  by  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  in  Tindal  v.  Broum  (a) — ^'  The 
purpose  of  giving  notice  is  not  merely  that  the  indorser 
should  know  that  the  note  is  not  paid,  for  he  is  chargeable 
only  in  a  secondary  degree;  but,  to  render  him  liable,  you 
must  shew  that  the  holder  looked  to  him  for  payment,  and 
gave  him  notice  that  he  did  so."  *'  Though  there  is  no 
pirescribed  form  of  this  kind  of  notice,  yet  it  must  import 
that  the  holder  considers  the  indorser  as  liable,  and  ex* 
pects  payment  from  him,  that  he  may  have  his  remedy 
over  by  an  early  application ;  then  it  becomes  his  business 
to  take  up  the  note.'*  Applying  this  rule  to  the  present  case, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  holder  intended  to  look  to  the 
defendants  for  payment,  and  gave  them  notice  that  he  did 
so.  If  the  notice  in  this  case  had  contained  the  word  dis- 
honoured,  it  would  have  been  clearly  sufficient;  but  such 
word  would  really  give  no  additional  information. 

There  would  be  great  danger  and  difficulty  in  having 
recourse  to  any  other  rule  than  that  laid  down  in  Tindal 
V.  Broum,  which  is  adopted  into  all  the  English  treatises. 
In  Bayley  on  Bills  (6),  the  rule  is  thus  laid  down :  **  The 

{a)  I  Term  Rep.  170.  (6)  4th  Edit.  20G. 

VOL.  I.  G  G 
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Exch.  Chamber,  notice  must  come  from  the  holder  or  sdme  party  entitled 

to  call  for  payment  or  reimbursement;  and  though  there 
is  no  prescribed  form  for  it,  it  ought  to  import  that  the 
person  to  whom  it  is  given  is  considered  liable,  and  that 
payment  from  him  is  expected.** 

If  a  different  rule  were  to  be  adopted,  and  the  holder 
were  to  be  tied  down  to  any  particular  form  of  words,  the 
l¥ord  dishonoured  might  be  held  insufficient,  and  it  would 
be  said  that  the  notice  should  shew  by  whom  the  bill  had 
been  dishonoured.  If  the  plain  rule  laid  down  in  JtfukU 
y.  Brown  is  once  departed  from,  a  notice,  to  be  safe«  must 
have  all  the  particularity  of  a  declaration.  This  notice 
does  in  effect  contain  every  requisite,  except  the  word 
dishonoured.  The  words  "  instructions  to  take  legal 
measures**  must  mean  against  the  party  to  whom  the  no- 
tice was  sent.  The  case  of  Hartley  v.  Ckue  (a)  has  no  re- 
semblance to  the  present  In  that  case  the  notice  was 
'^  I  am  desired  to  apply,  &c.  upon  a  draft  drawn  by  Blr. 
Case  on  Mr*  Case^*  and  it  did  not  at  all  appear  which  Mr* 
Ca^  had  drawn  and  which  dishonoured  the  bill.  There 
might  have  been  other  bills  so  drawn,  and  the  notice 
should  at  least  have  shewn  in  what  capacity  the  party  was 
liable. 

Whaieley^  contra. — It  is  of  great  importance  that  the 
notice  should  be  clear  and  intelligible.  It  ought  to  convey 
information  as  to  what  the  bill  is,  that  payment  has  been  re- 
fused by  the  acceptor,  and  that  the  holder  looks  to  the  party 
applied  to  for  the  payment,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  has 
been  dishonoured.  The  averments  in  the  declaration  shew 
what  it  is  necessary  that  the  party  should  have  notice  of. 
Suppose  that,  instead  of  the  usual  general  averment  of  no- 
tice, this  letter  had  been  set  out  on  the  record,  it  would 
clearly  have  been  insufficient.      Tindal  v.  Brown  only 

(fi)  4  B.  &  C.  339;  6  D.  &  R.  505. 
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shewsy  that  the  ingredients  there  mentioned  are  necessary,  Exeh.  Chtmbert 
but  it  does  not  shew  that  nothing  more  is  necessary.  If 
the  notice  in  the  present  case  be  compared  with  that  in 
Hartley  v*  Case,  it  will  be  found  that  the  latter  is  much 
more  explicit.  In  Hartleys.  Case  there  was  a  demand  of 
payment,  a  statement  that  the  sum  was  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  a  threat  of  legal  proceedings.  In  the  present 
case  the  notice  did  not  give  the  date  of  the  bill,  nor  was 
there  any  thing  to  shew  that  it  was  due,  which  was  stated 
in  the  notice  in  Hartley  v.  Case.  Unless  Hartley  v.  Case 
be  overruled,  the  judgment  in  the  present  case  must  be  for 
the  defendants. 

Cur.  ($dv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  direction  of 
Lord  Tenterden  to  the  Jury,  that  the  letter  given  in  evi- 
dence at  the  trial,  and  set  out  upon  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
was  not  sufficient  notice  of  the  dishonour  and  non*pay- 
ment  of  the  bill,  and  that,  upon  such  evidence,  the  Jury 
ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendants — ^was  a  proper 
direction  or  not  And  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  directicm 
was  proper,  and  that  the  judgment  which  has  been  given 
for  the  defendants  must  be  affirmed. 

The  notice  of  dishonour,  which  is  commonly  substituted 
in  this  country  in  the  place  of  a  formal  protest,  such  for- 
mal protest  being  essential  in  other  countries  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  (a),  most  certainly  does  not  require 
all  the  precision  and  formality  which  accompanied  the  re- 
gular protest,  for  which  it  has  been  substituted;  but  it 
should  at  least  inform  the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed^ 
either  in  express  terms  or  by  necessary  implication^  that 

(u)  Pothier,  Traiti  du  Contrat  de  Change,  Part  J.  c.  6;  8. 2,  Art.  1. 8. 5. 

G  o2 
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Exch,  Chamber,  the  bill  has  been  dishonoured,  and  that  the  holder  looks 
1831 

to  him  for  payment  of  the  amount. 

The  allegation  in  the  declaration  is,  that  the  bill  has 
been  presented  to  the  acceptor,  who  has  refused  payment, 
whereof  the  defendant  has  had  notice.  Consequently,  to 
satisfy  that  allegation,  though  no  express  form  of  words  is 
necessary,  the  notice  should  convey  an  intimation  to  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  that  the  bill  is  in  fact  dis- 
honoured. Now,  looking  at  the  notice,  we  think  no  such 
intimation  is  conveyed  in  terms,  or  is  to  be  necessarily  in- 
ferred from  its  contents.  Besides,  it  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  this  notice,  that  the  bill  has  never  been  presented  at 
all,  and  that  the  plaintiff  means  to  rely  on  some  legal  ex- 
cuse for  the  non-presentment.  The  present  case  is  stronger 
against  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  than  that  of  Hartley  v. 
Case  (a),  where  there  was  at  least  an  allegation  that  the  bill 
had  become  due,  which  is  not  found  here.  This  letter  may 
not  improbably  have  been  written  with  a  different  intent 
than  that  of  giving  notice  of  the  dishonour  to  the  indorser, 
and  may  have  been  information  that  an  action  was  about 
to  be  brought  by  the  attorney,  taking  it  for  granted  that 
the  notice  of  the  bilFs  dishonour  had  been  given  in  the  or- 
dinary way  before  the  bill  was  put  into  his  hands  for  the 
purpose  of  suing  thereon.  At  all  events,  however  intend- 
ed, it  appears  to  us  not  to  amount  to  such  notice*  We 
therefore  think  the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
(a)  4B.  &  C.  339;  6  D.&  R.  505. 
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Exch.  Chamber, 
1831. 

Leathly  r.  Hunter. 
[In  Error  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.'] 

Jlf  ECLARATION  in  assumpsit  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  A  policy  or  in- 
lost  or  not  lost,  at  and  from  Sincapore,  Penang,  Malacca^  fwS^iTgwMii 
and  Baiavia.  all  or  any,  to  the  ship's  port  or  ports  of  dis-  byfouripecified 
charge  in  Great  Britain,  or  to  any  port  or  ports  in  the  of  them,  at  and 
United  Netherlands,  or  to  Altona,  or  Hamburg,  all  or  any,  p^cml^^^Ma^ 
with  leave  to  touch,  stay,  and  trade,  at  all  or  any  ports  and  Si'ot  an^^'to^' 
places  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  in  the  East  Indies,  Per-  'itip*'  port  or 
sia,  or  elsewhere,  as  well  beyond  as  at  and  on  this  side  of  the  inGreaiBrUam, 
Cape  of  Good  Hope,  in  port  or  at  sea,  at  all  times,  and  in  ^J  ^m  hi^" 
all  places,  and  until  safely  arrived  and  landed  at  the  ship's  United  Netker- 
final  port  or  place  of  discharge,  upon  any  kind  of  goods  iona  or  Ham- 
and  merchandizes,  and  also  upon  the  body,  tackle,  ap-  \^fc  to  touch, 
parel,  ordnance,  munition,  artillery,  boat,  and  other  fur-  *^^||"*^  ^"^* 
niture,  of  and  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Albion,  ports  or  places 
Bolivar,  Java  Packet,  and  Blora,  all  or  any,  whereof  was  wheresoever  in 

master,  under  God,  for  that  voyage ,  or  whosoever  p^,^^^eUe^* 

else  should  go  for  master  in  the  said  ship,  or  by  whatsoever  ^i^^re,  as  well 

,  beyond  as  at 

Other  name  or  names  the  same  ship  or  the  master  there-  and  on  this  side 
of  was  or  should  be  named  or  called,  beginning  the  ad«  looodmJpe,  in 
venture  upon  the  said  soods  and  merchandizes  from  the  PJJ"  or  at  sea,  at 

*^  ®         ^  ^  all  times  and  in 

loading  thereof  aboard  the  said  ships  as  above,  with  leave  >ii  places,  and 

to  call  at  or  off  any  ports  or  places  in  Great  Britain,  and  rived,  &&,  and 

wait  for  orders  upon  the  said  ship,  &c.,  including  the  Jh'^aWp^n^hat 

risque  in  craft  of  every  denomination  to  and  from  the  ship  voyage  to  pro- 

.  ceed  and  sail  to 

or  ships,  and  so  should  continue  and  endure  during  her  and  touch  and 

stay  at  any  ports 
or  pUices  what- 
soever and  wheresoever,  in  any  direction  and  for  any  purpose,  necessary  or  otherwise,  particularly 
S,,  P.,  M.,  B.,  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  St.  Helena,  with  leave  to  take  on  board,  discharge, 
reload,  or  exchange  goods  or  passengers,  withput  being  deemed  any  deviation  from,  and  without 
prejudice  to,  the  assurance.  The  vessel,  on  goods  by  which  the  interest  was  afterwards  declared 
to  be,  took  on  board  part  of  her  cargo  at  Batama,  and  proceeded  to  Sourahaya,  four  hundred  miles 
to  the  eastward  of  B,,  and  out  of  the  course  of  her  voyage  \.o  Europe,  and  out  of  her  course  to  any 
of  the  places  named  in  the  policy.  At  S,  she  completed  her  cargo,  sailed  back  to  B,,  and  thence 
sailed  on  her  voyage  to  a  port  in  Europe  within  the  policy : — Held,  that  the  voyage  to  S,  was  a 
voyage  within  the  policy,  that  it  was  no  deviation,  and  that  S,  was  a  loading  port  within  the  policy. 
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Exeh.  ChaaibeTi  abode  there,  upon  the  said  ship,  &c.:  and  furtheri  until 

the  said  ship,  with  all  her  ordnance,  tackle,  apparel,  &c., 
and  goods  and  merchandizes  whatsoever,  should  be  ar- 
rived at  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  said  ship,  &c.,  until  she 
had  moored  at  anchor  twenty-four  hours  in  good  safety, 
and  upon  the  goods  and  merchandizes,  until  the  same  were 
there  discharged  and  safely  landed  ^  and  it  should  be  law- 
ful for  the  said  ship,  &c.,  in  that  voyage,  to  proceed  and 
sail  to,  and  touch  and  stay  at  any  ports  or  places  whatso^ 
ever  and  wheresoever,  in  any  direction,  and  for  any  pur- 
pose necessary  or  otherwise,  particularly  Sineapore,  Pe- 
nang,  Malaceat  BaiaPta,  the  Ciipe  of  Goad  Hope,  and 
Saini  Helena,  with  leave  to  take  on  board,  discharge^  re* 
load,  or  exchange  goods  or  passengers,  without  being 
deemed  any  deviati(m  from,  and  without  prejudice  to  that 
insurance.  And  the  policy  was,  by  a  memorandum  diereiot 
declared  to  be  on  goods,  as  interest  might  appear,  with 
leave  to  declare  the  same  thereafter. 

Averment — That,  after  the  making  of  the  said  policy  of 
insurance,  to  wit  &c*,  the  interest  on  the  said  goods  and 
merchandizes  so  intended  to  be  insured  by  the  said  po- 
licy of  insurance,  as  aforesaid,  was  duly  declared  to  be  all 
in  the  Java  packet,  on  coffee* 

The  declaration  then  stated,  that  the  defendant  be- 
came an  insurer  for  300/.,  at  a  premium  of  61.  Gs.  per 
cent,  and  then  stated  the  promise  of  the  defendant  in 
the  usual  manner;  it  then  proceeded  to  aver  that  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  &c.,  to  wit,  at  Batavia,  in  the  said 
policy  of  insurance  mentioned,  divers  goods  and  mer- 
chandizes, to  wit,  ten  thousand  piculs  of  coffee,  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  ten  thousand  pounds,  had 
been  and  were  shipped,  and  loaded  in  and  on  board  the 
said  ship  or  vessel,  called  the  Java  Packet,  in  the  said 
policy  of  insurance  mentioned  to  be  carried  and  conveyed 
therein  on  the  said  voyage  in  the  said  policy  of  insurance 
mentioned,  to  wit,  towards  and  into  Antwerp,  being  a  port 


BASTER  TERM,  1  WILL.  IV.  425 

in  the  United  Netherlands  therein  mentioned ;  and  that  ^ch.  Chamber, 

1831* 

also  afterwardsi  to  wit^  on  the  14th  day  of  October,  1886,     v^...^,^b/ 
aforesaid^  to  wit,  at  Sourabayay  being  a  certain  povt  or      Lbathly 
place  which  the  said  ship  or  vessel  proceeded  and  sailed       hunter. 
to,  and  touched  and  stayed  at,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  said  policy  of  insurance^  to  take  on  board  goods,  di- 
vers other  goods  and  merchandizes,  to  wit,  ten  thousand 
piculs  of  coffee,  and  ten  thousand  bags  of  coffee  of  great 
value,  had  been  and  were  shipped  and  loaded  in  and  on. 
board  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  to  be  carried  and  conveyed 
therein  to  Antwerp,  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  plain- 
tiffs were  then  and  there,  and  from  thence  continually 
afterwards,  until,  and  at  the  time  of  the  loss  after  men- 
tioned, interested  in  the  said  goods  and  merchandizes 
80  shipped  and  loaded  as  aforesaid,  to  a  large  value  and 
amount,  to  wit,  to  the  value  and  amount  of  all  the  monies 
by  them  ever  insured,  or  caused  to  be  insured  thereon, 
to  wit,  at  &c«;   and  that,   afterwards,  to  wit  &c.,  the 
said  ship  or  vessel,  called  the  Java  Packet,  departed  and 
set  sail  from  Batavia  aforesaid,  on  her  said  voyage  to- 
wards Antwerp  aforesaid ;  and  that  afterwards,  and  whilst 
the  said  ship  or  vessel  was  proceeding  on  her  said  voy- 
age, with  the  said  goods  and  merchandizes  so  on  board 
thereof  as  aforesaid,  and  before  her  arrival  at  Antwerp 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  (the  declaration  then  averred  a 
loss  by  perils  of  the  sea). 

The  declaration  contained  several  other  counts  on  the 
poUcy  and  the  money  counts.     Plea — General  issue. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  at  the  London 
Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  1 8^,  a  special  verdict  was  founds 
which  stated  the  following  facts: — That  the  policy  of  in^^ 
surance  in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  mentioned 
was  duly  effected,  &c.,  and  was  subscribed  by  the  said 
defendant  for  the  sum  of  300/.,  in  manner  and  form  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned;  and  that  the  interest  intend*' 
ed  to  be  insured  by  the  said  policy  was  duly  declared  to 
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Exch.  Chamber,  the  Said  defendant  below,  to  be  all  in  the  Java  Packet,  on 
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coffee,  in  manner  and  fonn  in  the  first  count  of  the  said  de- 


claration mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  ship  or  vessel 
KtBatavia,  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  a  certain  quantity 
of  coffee,  of  the  value  of  9S3/.  8«.  6d.,  and  no  more,  was 
there  loaded  in  and  on  board  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  by 
the  said  plaintifis,  with  the  intention  that  the  said  cofiee 
should  be  carried  in  the  said  ship  or  vessel  to  Antwerp, 
in  the  said  first  count  mentioned;  and  that  Batavia  is 
a  port  in  the  island  of  Java,  one  of  the  islands  in  the  East 
Indies;  and  that  the  said  ship  having  taken  in  the  said 
coffee  at  Batavia,  in  the  prosecution  of  the  adventure, 
proceeded  from  thence  with  the  said  coffee  on  board  her 
to  Sourabaya,  which  is  another  port  in  the  said  island  of 
Java,  and  the  said  plaintiffs  there  loaded  a  certain  other 
quantity  of  coffee,  of  the  value  of  5368/.  \6s.  6dm,  on 
board  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  with  the  intention  that  the 
same  should  be  carried  in  the  said  ship  or  vessel  to 
Antwerp  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  in  the 
course  of  the  adventure,  returned  from  the  said  port  of 
Sourabaya  to  the  said  port  of  Batavia,  with  the  said 
cofiee  so  shipped  on  board  her  at  Batavia  and  Sourabaya 
as  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  ship  or  vessel  afterwards 
sailed  therewith  from  the  said  port  of  Batavia,  for  Ant- 
werp aforesaid ;  and  that  Sourabaya,  to  which  place  the 
said  ship  proceeded  from  Batavia,  and  where  she  took 
in  coffee  as  aforesaid,  is  not  in  the  direct  course  from  £a- 
tavia,  Sincapore,  Penang,  or  Malacca,  to  Europe,  nor 
in  the  direct  course  from  any  one  of  those  four  places, 
Sincapore,  Penang,  Malacca,  and  Batavia,  to  any  other 
of  those  four  places,  but  the  said  port  of  Sourabaya  is 
directly  out  of  the  course  from  each  of  the  said  four 
places  to  Europe,  and  from  each  of  the  said  four  places 
to  any  other  of  them,  and  is  distant  from  Batavia  four  hun* 
dred  miles  eastward ;  and  that  Sincapore,  Penang,  Malae- 
ca,  and  Batavia,  are  not,  according  to  the  order  in  which  the 
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four  places  are  mentioned  in  the  policy^  in  the  direct  ^ch.  chamber, 
course  of  a  voyage  therefrom  to  Europe^  but  that  the  di-  ^ 

rect  course  of  a  voyage  from  the  said  four  places  to  Eu-  Lbatblt 
rcpe  is  according  to  the  following  order,  vix,  Penang,  Huntbr. 
Malacca^  Sincaporet  and  Baiapia,  and  that  any  port  or 
place  in  Persia  is  more  than  one  thousand  miles  out  of  the 
course  from  any  one  of  the  said  four  places  to  Europe/ 
and  that  the  whole  of  the  said  coffee  was  the  property  of 
the  said  plaintiffs ;  and  that  the  said  plaintiffs  were  inter- 
ested therein,  in  manner  and  form  in  the  said  first  count 
of  the  said  declaration  mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  ship 
or  vessel,  whilst  she  was  proceeding  from  Baiavia  aforesaid 
towards  Antwerp  aforesaid  in  the  said  voyage,  with  the 
said  coffee  on  board  thereof,  and  before  her  arrival  at  the 
said  port  of  Antwerp^  was  wholly  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea, 
and  thereby  the.  said  coffee  was  wholly  lost  to  the  said 
plaintiffs. 

The  Court  oiKing^e  Bench  gave  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tifib  below,  for  the  amount  of  the  loss  on  the  coffee  ship- 
ped both  at  Baiavia  and  Sourabaya.  Upon  this  judg- 
ment a  writ  of  error  was  brought,  which  was  argued  by 
Maule  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  by  Joshua  Evans  for 
the  defendants  in  error  (a). 

The  Court  took  time  to  advise,  and  the  judgment  was 
now  delivered  by  Tindal,  C.  J. — 

In  this  case,  in  which  judgment  has  been  given  for  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  original  action,  it  appears  to  be  imneces- 
sary  to  recapitulate  the  declaration  or  the  facts  found  by 
the  special  verdict.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  make  such  re- 
ference to  them  as  will  be  necessary  to  explain  the  grounds 
of  the  judgment  now  given  by  the  Court.    The.  writ  of 

(a)  The  points  made  in  arga-      their  judgmeot,  that  it  would  be 
ment  were  so  very  fully  stated     superfluous  to  state  them  here. 
and  considered  by  the  Court  in 
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Exch,  Chamber,  error  was  brought  by  the  defendant  belowi  and  the  objec-^ 

^     tions  which  have  been  taken  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

Leathly      o{  King's  Bench,  and  which  are  relied. on  in  argument  by 

Hunter.      the  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  were  in  substance 

three,  vixt.  First,  that  the  ship  never  sailed  on  the  voyage 

described  in  the  declaration,  or,  in  other  words,  that  there 

was  a  misdescription  of  the  voyage. 

Secondly  f  that,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  special  ver- 
dict, the  sailing  from  Sourabaya  to  Baiavia  and  back,  was 
a  deviation ;  and 

Thirdly,  that,  at  all  events,  the  goods  shipped  at  Saura^ 
baya  are  not  covered  by  the  policy. 

The  first  objection  urged  is,  that  the  voyage  for  which 
the  ship  was  insured,  was  a  voyage  from  Sineapare,  Pe- 
nang,  Makieca,  and  Baiavia,  all  or  any,  to  any  port  in  the 
Netherlands i  that  the  ship  sailed  with  part  of  her  cargo 
on  board  from  Batavia  to  Sourabaya,  a  port  400  miles  to 
the  eastwardi  where  she  loaded  other  part  of  her  cargo, 
and  then  returned  to  Batavia,  and  thence  set  sail  to  Ani^ 
werp;  and  that  this  was  not  the  voyage  insured ;  and  that, 
the  ship  sailing  on  a  diflferent  voyage  from  that  described 
in  the  policy,  the  underwriters  are  altogether  discharged. 

In  order  to  ascertain  the  validity  of  this  objection,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  advert  to  the  terms  in  which  the  voyage 
itself  is  described  in  the  policy,  and  the  leaves  or  Ucences 
for  which  the  assured  has  stipulated,  and  also  to  advert  to 
those  facts  stated  in  the  special  verdict  which  bear  on 
this  part  of  the  question. 

Now,  the  voyage  is  described  in  the  policy  "  at  and  from 
Sincapore,  Penang,  Malacca,  and  Batavia,  all  or  any,  to 
the  ship's  port  or  ports  of  discharge  in  Great  Britain,  or 
to  any  port  or  .ports  in  the  United  Netherlands,  or  to  Al- 
iona  or  Hamburg,  all  or  any,  with  leave  to  touch,  stay, 
and  trade  at  all  or  any  ports  or  places,  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  in  the  East  Indies,  Persia,  or  elsewhere,  as 
well  beyond  as  at  and  on  this  side  of  the  Cape  of  Good 


EASTER  TBRMi  1  WILL.  IV.  4S9 

Hope^  in  port  or  at  sea,  at  all  times  and  in  all  places^  and  ^'c*-  Cham^ttrr 
until  safely  arriyed  and  landed  at  the  ship's  final  port  or     %      ^  '  / 
place  of  discharge/'  Lbathly 

The  adventure  is  then  declared  by  the  policy  to  be  on  huntek. 
goods,  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Albion^  Bali" 
vary  Java  Packet,  and  Biara,  all  or  any ;  and  the  com- 
mencement of  the  adventure  is  then  stated  to  be  upon  the 
said  goods  and  merchandizes,  from  the  loading  thereof  on 
board  the  said  ships  as  above. 

After  this  is  inserted  a  second  or  further  clause  of  leave 
or  licence,  in  these  terms :  '*  And  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  said  ship  in  that  voyage  to  proceed  and  sail  to,  and 
touch  and  stay  at  any  ports  or  places  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  in  any  direction,  and  for  any  purpose,  neces- 
sary or  otherwise,  particularly  Sincapore,  Penang,  Mo" 
laeea,  Baiavia,  the  Cape  qf  Good  Hope,  and  St  Helena, 
with  leave  to  take  on  board,  discharge,  reload,  or  ex- 
change goods  or  passengers,  without  being  deemed  any 
deviation  firom,  and  without  prejudice  to  the  assurance." 
This  policy  was  afterwards  declared  to  be  all  on  the  Java 
Packet,  in  cofiee.  Now,  looking  at  the  terms  in  which  this 
policy  is  effected,  and  construing  it  in  the  plain,  ordinary, 
and  popular  sense  in  which  these  terms  are  to  be  under- 
stood, there  being  no  peculiar  sense,  as  far  as  we  are  aware, 
which  the  words  have  acquired  distinct  from  their  popu« 
lar  sense,  we  think  the  voyage  in  question  is  a  voyage  in« 
tended  by  the  parties  to  be,  and  is  in  fact  covered  by  the 
description  of  the  voyage  contained  in  the  policy. 

The  voyage  performed  by  the  ship  i9  described  in  the 
special  verdict  thus — ^*  That  the  ship  being  at  Batavia,  a 
certain  quantity  of  coffee,  of  the  value  &c.,  was  there  load- 
ed in  and  on  board  the  said  ship  or  vessel  by  the  assured, 
with  the  intention  that  the  said  cofiee  should  be  conveyed 
in  the  said  ship  to  Antwerp;  and  that  Bataviais  a  port  in 
the  island  of  Java,  one  of  the  islands  in  the  East  Indies; 
and  that  the  aaid  ship  having  taken  in  the  said  coffee  at 
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EmA.  OmmhtTt  Bakmut  in  the  prosecudon  of  the  said  adyenture,  pro- 
ceeded from  thence  with  the  same  coflfee  on  board  her  to 
Sourabaya,  which  is  another  port  in  the  island  of  Java; 
and  that  the  assured  there  loaded  a  certain  other  quanti- 
ty of  coffee  of  the  value  &c.,  on  board  the  said  ship,  with 
the  intention  that  the  same  should  be  carried  in  the  said 
ship  to  Antwerp^  aforesaid." 

The  special  verdict  afterwards  states,  ''  That  the  said 
shipi  in  the  course  of  the  adventure,  returned  firom  the  said 
port  of  Sourabaya  to  the  said  port  of  Batavia*  with  the 
said,  coffee  so  shipped  on  board  her  at  Baiatia  and  at 
Sourabaya  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  ship  afterwards 
sailed  therewith  from  the  port  o{  Batavia  for  Aniwerpf 
aforesaid;  and  that  Sourabaya^  to  which  place  the  said 
ship  proceeded  from  Batavia,  and  where  she  took  in  cof- 
fee, as  aforesaid,  is  not  in  the  direct  course  from  Baiavia, 
Sincapore,  Penang,  or  Malacca,  to  Europe,  nor  in  the 
direct  course  from  any  one  of  those  four  places,  Siuca- 
pore,  Penang,  Malacca,  or  Batavia,  to  any  other  of  those 
four  places;  but  the  said  port  of  Sourabaya  is  directly  out 
of  the  course  from  each  of  the  said  four  places  to  Europe, 
and  from  each  of  the  said  four  places  to  any  other  of  them, 
and  is  distant  from  Batavia  400  miles  eastward ;  and  that 
Sincapore,  Penang,  Malacca,  and  Batavia,  are  not,  ac- 
cording to  the  order  in  which  the  said  four  places  are 
mentioned  in  the  policy,  in  the  said  course  of  a  voyage 
therefrom  to  Europe;  but  that  the  direct  course  of  a  voy-» 
age  from  the  said  four  places  to  Europe  is  according  to 
the  following  order,  viz.  Penang,  Malacca,  Sincapore, 
Batavia;  and  that  any  port  or  place  in  Persia  is  more 
than  1000  miles  out  of  the  course  from  any  of  the  said 
four  places  to  Europe*'* 

The  underwriters  contend,  that  when  the  ship  sailed 
from  Batavia,  after  the  risk  had  commenced,  to  Souror- 
baya,  to  take  in  a  further  cargo,  and  then  sailed  back  to 
Batavia,  she  sailed  on  a  voyage  not  within  the  policy,  or 
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within  either  of  the  leaves  or  licences  contained  therein*  Exeh,  Ckambtr, 

1831. 
But,  independently  of  the  large  and  general  Words  used  in 

the  description  of  the  voyage,  and  the  very  extended 
powers  given  by  the  policy,  the  situation  of  the  assured, 
and  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  effected,  as  they 
must  be  inferred  from  the  policy  itself,  make  it  probable 
that  a  contract  of  the  most  open  and  comprehensive  kind 
was  intended  to  be  effected.  This  was  an  insurance  on 
goods,  not  on  ships.  At  the  time  the  policy  was  effected, 
the  assured  was  uncertain  from  what  port  or  -ports  of  the 
East  Indies  or  Persia  his  cargo  would  be  shipped  by  his 
agents — whether  all  at  one  place,  or  part  at  one  and  part 
at'  another.  He  was  further  uncertain  by  what  ship  or 
ships,  out  of  four  which  are  named  in  the  policy,  his  cargo 
would  be  carried — from  what  port  or  ports,  out  of  four 
which  are  enumerated,  such  ship  or  ships  would  sail.  He 
could  neither  foresee  into  what  ports  or  places,  nor  for 
what  purposes,  the  owners  of  the  ships  might  send  them, 
nor  could  he  control  such  directions;  and  therefore,  he 
frames  a  description  of  the  voyage  in  such  comprehensive 
terms  as  may  comprise  a  loading  of  the  cargo,  either  at  one 
port,  or  at  various  ports  and  places  in  the  \Ea^^  Indies/ 
and  powers  and  licences  are  also  inserted  in  the  policyi  so 
as  to  meet  almost  every  possible  contingency  of  the  destin- 
ation or  employment  of  the  ships,  without  endangering  his 
right  to  recover  for  a  loss  upon  the  goods,  either  on  the 
grounds  of  misdescription  of  the  voyage,  or  of  any  devia- 
tion. Looking  at  the  policy  with  this  view,  we  think  the 
words  of  the  policy  are  large  enough  to  carry  such  inten- 
tion into  effect,  and  that  the  sailing  from  Batavia  with 
part  of  the  cargo  to  Sourabaya,  and  taking  in  other  part 
of  the  cargo  there,  and  then  returning  from  Sourabaya,  by 
the  way  of  Batavia^  to  Europe^  was  a  voyage  within  the 
contemplation  of  and  protected  by  the  policy.  It  is  ar- 
gued, on  the  part  of  the  underwriters,  that  if  the  clause 
first  inserted  is  taken  alone,  the  meaning  of  the  words 
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Sceft.  Chamber,  **  touch,  Stay,  and  trade  at  aU  or  any  ports  whatsoever  in 

the  East  Indies,^  can  only  mean  such  ports  and  places  as 
the  ship  may  touch  at  in  the  usual  course  of  a  voyage  from 
one  or  other  of  the  four  enumerated  places  to  Europe; 
that  the  leave  to  stay  and  trade  implies,  that  the  ship  is 
lawfully  at  the  place  where  such  trading  and  staying  ia  to 
take  place,  that  is,  some  port  or  place  in  the  oourae  of  the 
voyage*  But  that  this  cannot  be  the  meaning  of  the  pre* 
s^nt  policy  appears  clear  from  the  remainder  of  the  clause, 
«9t».  '*  any  port  or  places  whatsoever  in  the  East  IndieSg 
Perria,  or  elsewhere.**  Now,  as  the  special  verdict  has 
found  expressly,  that  any  port  or  place  in  Persia  is  moie 
than  one  thousand  miles  out  of  the  course  from  any  of  the 
said  places  to  Europe,  it  follows,  that  the  trading  caimot 
be  intended  to  be  confined  to  such  ports  or  places  only  as 
the  ship  touches  at  in  the  course  of  such  voyage;  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  the  case  of  Metcalfe  v«  Parry  {a\  where 
the  clause  was,  *^  with  liberty  to  call  at  all  or  any  of  the 
West  India  islands,  Jamaica  included,**  it  was  held,  that 
the  insertion  of  Jamaica^  which  was  five  hundred  miles 
out  of  the  usual  course,  shewed  the  intention  to  be,  that 
the  ship  might  stop  at  any  of  the  islands,  though  out  of 
the  course  of  the  usual  voyage. 

Again,  taking  up  the  question  on  the  second  clause  of 
licence,  the  words  used  are,  taken  altogether,  of  a  meaning 
equally  general  with  those  in  the  first,  viz.  *'  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  said  ship  in  that  voyage  to  proceed  and  sail 
to,  and  touch  and  stay  at,  any  ports  or  places  whatsoever 
or  wheresoever,  in  any  direction  or  for  any  purpose.**  It 
is  contended,  that  the  generality  of  this  licence  is  restnmn 
ed  by  the  words  ''  in  that  voyage."  But,  upon  that  con* 
struction,  what  sense  can  be  given  to  the  words  '*  in  any 
direction?" — words  that  are  irreconcileable  Mth  touching 
for  the  purpose  of  trade  in  the  onward  course  of  the  voy* 

((/)  4  Camp.  123. 
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age  only;  and  the  insertion  of  these  words  in  the  policy  Sxch.  chamber] 
distinguishes  the  case  from  that  of  Hogg  v.  Homer  (a), 
which  was  cited  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error* 
Upon  the  whole^  therefore,  we  think  the  shipping  part  of 
the  cargo  at  Batavia,  and  thence  proceeding  to  Sourabaya, 
and  shipping  other  part  of  the  cargo  there,  and  thence  sail- 
ing back  to  Baiaviat  and  thence,  with  the  cargo,  to  AiU" 
werpf  was  a  trading  voyage  from  Bataf>ia  to  Aniiterp,  by 
the  way  of  Sourabaya^  within  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
as  expressed  in  the  policy  and  the  two  several  clauses  of 
licence  contained  therein. 

Having,  therefore,  fully  considered  this,  the  first  objec- 
tion made,  it  becomes  scarcely  necessary  to  do  more  than 
advert  to  the  two  which  remain;  for,  if  the  sailing  from  JBo- 
iavia  to  Sourabaya,  and  back  to  Bataviaf  and  thence  to 
Europe,  is  a  voyage  described  in  the  policy,  it  follows  im- 
mediately, that  it  cannot  be  treated  as  a  deviation.  In- 
deed, as  one  of  the  places  to  which  the  ship  might  go  on 
the  voyage  is  a  port  in  Persia,  and  as  the  special  verdict 
does  not  find  that  Sourabaya  is  out  of  the  course  to  Per' 
Mia,  we  should  not  be  justifiedi  upon  this  more  restrained 
ground,  in  considering  this  as  a  deviation  from  the  voyage 
insured. 

As  to  the  third  point,  that  the  goods  loaded  at  Soura- 
baya are  not  covered  by  the  policy,  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther Sourabaya  is  a  loading  port  within  the  meaning  of 
the  policy?  Besides  referring  to  the  opinion  we  have  al- 
ready expressed  on  the  first  objection,  which  also  involves 
this  question,  we  think  the  two  cases  of  Violet  v.  AUnui{b)^ 
and  Barclay  v.  Sterling  (c),  go  the  full  length  of  establish- 
ing, tiiat,  under  the  usual  clause  in  a  policy,  *'  with  liber- 
ty to  touch  at  a  port  for  any  purpose  whatever,*'  is  includ- 
ed a  liberty  lo  touch  for  the  purpose  of  taking  on  board 
part  of  the  cargo  covered  by  the  policy,  after  the  policy 

(a)  Park,  Iwwrance,  444.        (6)  3  Taunt.  419.       (c)  6  M.  &  S.  6. 
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Bseh.  Chamber^  had  attached  on  part  taken  in  at  the  loading  port     And 

in  this  case,  the  leave  is  not  confined  to  touching  and  stay- 
ing, but  extends  expressly  to  taking  on  board,  discharging, 
re-loading,  and  exchanging  goods. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  the  plaintiff  below 
entitled  to  recover  the  loss  upon  the  whole  of  the  cargo, 
both  that  loaded  at  Bataf>ia  and  that  loaded  at  Soura^ 
baya;  and  we  therefore  think  that  the  judgment  given  by 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  should  be  affirmed. 


Judgment  affirmed. 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 


lUveftm. 


A  lale  by  Auc- 
tion by  auigoeet 
ofabAoknipt,  of 
the  absolute  in- 
terest in  fee  of 
an  estate  in 
mortgage,  Is  not 
liable  to  auction 
duty. 


RbX  r.  WiNSTANLKY. 

[In  Error  from  the  Exchequer  Chamber.'\ 

Upon  a  scire /ados  upon  an  auctioneer's  bond,  the 
question  raised  by  demurrer  was,  whether  a  sale  by  auc- 
tion by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  of  the  absolute  inter* 
est  in  fee  of  an  estate  belonging  to  the  bankrupt,^  which 
was  mortgaged,  was  liable  to  the  auction  duty. 

The  Court  of  Exchequer,  overruling  the  case  of  The 
King  V.  Abbott  (a),  decided  that  auction  duty  was  not 
payable  (6).  Upon  a  writ  pf  error,  the  Chief  Justices 
differed  in  opinion,  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed  (c). 
A  writ  of  error  was  afterwards  brought  in  the  House  of 
Lords.  The  Judges  were  summoned,  and  the  case  was 
argued  by  Ae  Attorney-General  and  the  SMcitor^General, 


(«)3Price,  178. 


(6)  2  y.  &  J.  124. 


(r)  3  Y.  &  J.  126. 
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for  the  Crown,  and  by  Sir  E.  B.  Sugden  and  M*  Arthur ^  for 
the  defendant. 


1831. 


Rex 


Lord  Tenterdem. — My  Lords,  this  case,  which  has  winstanley. 
been  argued  with  very  grieat  learning  and  ability  on 
both  sides,  comes  before  your  Lordships  upon  a  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer^  having,  in  the  intermediate 
stage,  been  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
Upon  the  occasion  when  it  was  heard  before  the  noble 
and  learned  Lord  now  present  and  myself,  we  thought  it 
a  case  fit  to  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  your 
Lordships,  for  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  case  now  be- 
fore your  Lordships  does,  in  effect,  overrule  a  solemn  de- 
cision of  the  Court  of  Exchequer ,  in  a  case  very  much  the 
same  upon  principle,  although  distinguishable  from  it  in 
some  respects.  Under  such  circumstances,  I  should 
humbly  propose  to  your  Lordships,  that  certain  questions 
should  be  put  to  the  learned  Judges  whose  assistance  the 
House  has  had  during  the  present  argument,  and  that  we 
should  receive  the  benefit  of  their  answers  to  those  ques- 
tions, before  we  come  to  any  decision^ 

The  case  has  been  argued  principally  as  a  case  of  pro- 
perty, mortgaged  by  a  trader,  who  became  bankrupt, 
which  property  was  ultimately  put  up  to  sale  by  his  as- 
signees, with  the  concurrence  of  the  mortgagor.  The 
case  is  not,  however,  precbely  of  that  character,  because 
it  appears  that,  after  Mr.  Clayton^  who  was  the  original 
owner  of  the  estate,  had  conveyed  his  estates  to  different 
persons  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  secure  different  sums  of 
money,  the  equity  of  redemption  remaining  in  him,  he 
conveyed  the  whole,  that  is,  his  equity  of  redemption  in 
the  whole,  to  certain  trustees,  with  very  large  powers, 
and  from  those  powers,  I  should  judge  that  it  was  con- 
sidered of  more  value  than  it  really  was;  because,  among 
other  powers  vested  in  the  trustees,  is  a  power  of  raising 
forther  sums,  whether  by  mortgage  or  by  sale  of  leases. 


VOL.  I. 
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'^f!^'  and  so  on ;  the  tnist,  ultimately,  being  to  pay  off  what- 
v^-^^J-^  ever  they  should  borrow,  as  well  as  the  further  incmnb- 
K^x  ranees.  The  sale  in  question  was  a  sale  by  order  of  the 
wiNSTANLET.  assigueesj  with  the  concurrence  of  those  trustees.  Now, 
for  the  purpose  of  deciding  this  case,  I  shall  submit  to 
your  Lordships,  that  it  will  be  proper  to  put  two  differ- 
ent questions  to  the  learned  Judges,  one  of  them  applica- 
ble to  the  general  principle  upon  which  the  question  has 
been  argued;  and  another,  applicable  to  the  especial  facts 
that  appear  upon  the  record  in  this  case.  The  questions 
I  should  propose  would  be  these:  First,  whether,  if  a 
trader,  having  mortgaged  his  land  as  security  for  pay- 
ment of  a  debt,  afterwards  become  bankrupt,  and  the 
whole  interest  in  the  land  is  sold  by  auction,  by  order  of 
the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt,  and  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  mortgagee,  duty  on  the  sale  is  payable  to  his  Ma- 
jesty on  the  whole,  or  any  or  what  part  of  the  sum  pro- 
duced by  the  sale.  Secondltf,  whether,  if  a  trader,  after 
such  mortgage,  conveys  the  land  to  trustees  in  trust,  to 
raise  further  sums,  and  to  sell  for  the  payment  of  former 
and  new  incumbrances,  and  the  land  is  sold  by  auction  by 
order  of  the  assignees,  with  the  ooncurrence  of  the  trus- 
tees, it  not  appearing  that  any  further  sum  was  raised  fay 
the  trustees,  or  any  new  incumbrance  created  by  them,  or 
that  the  mortgagee  was  informed  of  the  sale,  duty  is  pay- 
able to  his  Majesty  on  the  whole  or  any  port  of  the  sum 
produced  by  the  sale. 

(The  learned  Judges  consulted  together.) 

Bayley,  B. — My  Lords,  I  believe,  if  any  doubt  had 
been  entertained  by  any  of  the  Judges,  upon  the  ques- 
tions submitted  by  your  Lordships  to  their  consideration^ 
or  if  I  had  understood  that  any  doubt,  which  had  previous- 
ly existed  elsewhere,  had  still  continued,  I  should  have 
requested  of  your  Lordships  time  for  delivering  the  opin- 
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ion  of  the  Judges;  but  as  I  have  reason  to  believe  that  no 
doubt  exists  in  any  quarter,  I  shall  at  once  state  to  your 
Lordships,  the  principles  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  is  founded. 

The  questions  depend  upon  the  true  construction  to 
be  put  upon  the  statutes  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  s.  15,  and  6 
Geo.  4,  e.  16,  s.  98.  But,  before  I  enter  into  the  language 
of  either  of  those  statutes,  it  is  desirable  that  I  should 
point  out  to  the  House  the  situation  in  which  the  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  stand. 

The  mortgagee  is  a  general  crejditor  of  the  mortgagor, 
he  has  a  right  to  proceed  against  the  general  personal 
property  of  the  mortgagor,  or  against  the  person  of  the 
mortgagor,  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  hia 
debt,  but  his  proper  character  is  that  of  a  creditor,  and 
the  securities  he  holds  are  merely  securities  to  enable  him 
to  obtain  payment  of  his  debt;  notwithstanding  the  mort- 
gage and  the  security  the  land  mortgaged  gives,  be  baa 
^  right  to  proceed  so  as  to  obtain  judgment  and  ezecu* 
tion  against  the  general  property  of  the  mortgagor,  or  to 
proceed  against  the  person  of  the  mortgagor. 

The  provision  in  the  statute  19  Geo.  3,  exempts  certain 
cases  from  the  general  operation  of  the  duty  imposed  by 
that  act,  and  the  cases  which  the  Legislature  thought  fit 
to  exempt,  are  to  be  found  in  the  15th  section  of  that 
statute.  The  first  exemption  applies  to  any  estate« 
goods,  or  chattels  sold  by  auction,  or  under  the  authority 
of  any  Sheriff,  or  under-sheriff,  for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditors, in  execution  of  any  judgment  had  or  obtained: 
and  this  provision  appears  to  me  to  throw  light  upon 
the  subsequent  exemption  in  case  of  bankruptcy;  and 
to  shew  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  ex- 
empt from  the  auctipn  duty  those  cases  in  which  the 
property  was  sold,  not  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  owner, 
but  where  the  sale  was  enforced  under  a  judgment  or 
the  authority  of  the  law.    The  next  exemption  is,  any 
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^^f^!^*       estate  or  effects  of  bankrupts,  sold  by  order  of  the  as- 

^     signee  or  assignees  under  any  commission  of  bankruptcy ; 

Rb^  that  also  is  a  sale  not  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  owner  of 

W^nitahlbt.    such  estate  or  effects,  but  a  sale  which  b  forced  upon  him 

in  consequence  of  the  insolvent  condition  in  which  he  is 
placed. 

The  question  then  is,  upon  the  sale  of  an  estate  subject 
to  a  mortgage,' whether,  within  the  meaning  of  this  pro* 
vision,  the  whole  of  that  estate  is  to  be  considered  aa  the 
property  of  the  bankrupt,  or  whether  it  is  a  mixed  sale  of  the 
property  of  the  bankrupt,  and  also  of  the  mortgagee ;  and 
we  are  of  opinion,  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  this 
act,  the  whole  is  to  be  considered  as  being  the  estate  of 
the  bankrupt.  By  the  sale,  a  fund  is  raised,  by  which 
the  mortgage  debt  is  discharged,  the  mortgagee  ceases  to 
be  a  creditor,  and  all  right  in  the  mortgagee  to  proceed 
against  the  general  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  or  against  the 
person  of  the  bankrupt,  is  destroyed.  The  whole  money 
which  is  raised,  is  raised  for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt, 
and  to  discharge  the  bankrupt's  debt,  and  the  whole  duty 
to  be  paid  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  bankrupt's  estate. 

I  do  not  advert  to  the  43  Geo.  3,  and  45  Geo,  8, 
which,  instead  of  the  words  '^  estate  or  effects,"  used  the 
words  ''  interest  in;"  because  I  think  the  different  expres* 
sions  in  the  different  acts  mean  one  and  the  same  thing. 
The  statute  of  the  G  Geo,  4,  c.  16,  s.  98,  only  varies  from 
the  19  Geo,  3,  by  omitting  the  words  "  by  order  of  the  as* 
signee  or  assignees;"  and  whatever  construction  was  be- 
fore to  have  been  put  upon  the  19  Geo*  3,  appears  to  us  to 
be  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  6  Geo,  4. 

That  clause  contains  two  provisions,  one  applicable  to 
commissions  of  bankrupt,  and  to  deeds,  conveyances,  as* 
signments,  surrenders,  admissions,  or  assurances  relating 
to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  which  deeds,  &c.,  are  exempt 
from  all  duties;  and,  secondly,  it  relates  to  all  sales  of  any 
I'^al  or  personal  estate  of  any  bankrupt  or  bankrupts,  so  as 
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to  exempt  such  sales  from  the  payment  of  auction  duty. 
Those  provisions  are  distinct,  and  the  construction  of  the 
latter  does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  materially  influenced  by 
the  former. 

Upon  the  whole,  upon  the  ground  that  the  sale  is  a  sale 
not  by  the  owner  at  the  instance  of  the  mortgagee,  but  by 
the  persons  who  stand  in  the  place  of  the  bankrupt,  inas- 
much as  the  whole  money  to  be  raised  is  applicable  to  the 
purposes  of  the  bankrupt,  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  bank- 
rupt, and  to  exonerate  the  rest  of  his  estate  and  his  per- 
son from  all  claim  in  respect  of  the  mortgage  debt;  and 
inasmuch  as  the  whole  duty  is  to  be  raised  out  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  be  paid  by  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt,  if  payable  at  all — We  are  of  opinion,  that  the 
whole  which  is  sold  is  properly  to  be  considered  as  the  es- 
tate of  the  bankrupt,  and  that  the  principle  of  the  exemp- 
tion, which  was  to  relieve  the  bankrupt  from  the  payment 
of  duty,  applies  to  this  case.  Our  opinion,  therefore,  is, 
upon  both  the  questions  submitted  to  our  consideration, 
that  no  duty  is  payable* 


Revenue, 
1831. 


Lord  Wtnford. — My  Lords,  I  had  the  honour  of  be- 
ing a  member  of  the  Court  below  when  this  case  came  un- 
der the  consideration  of  that  Court;  and  I  have  no  hesita- 
tion in  stating,  that  I  then  thought,  that  the  opinion 
now  expressed  by  one  of  the  learned  Judges  to-day,  as  the 
opinion  of  all  the  learned  Judges  present,  was  not  correct. 
My  view  of  the  case  had  altered  before  I  heard  the  opin- 
ion of  the  learned  Judge;  but  if  I  had  remained  in  my 
former  opinion,  I  should  have  done  as  I  did  upon  one  oc- 
casion before,  when  I  had  the  misfortune  to  differ  from  all 
the  learned  Judges:  I  should  have  advised  your  Lordships 
to  act  upon  their  judgment;  for  it  would  introduce  a  wretch- 
ed state  of  uncertainty  in  the  law  of  this  country,  if  you 
were  not  to  act  upon  that  which  is  the  highest  authority  of 
the  law  in  Westminster  Hallf  but  to  follow  the  opinions  of 
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^83  r*       indlvidunl  peers.    I  am  happy,  hoWever,  now  to  state,  that, 

V      ^     y     after  having  given  the  fullest  consideratioti  to  this  ques- 

Rbx         tion,  I  am  quite  convinced  that  the  learned  Judges  were 

W1N8TANLEY.   right  in  the  opinion  they  gave,  and  that  I  at  first  took  Im 

erroneous  view  of  this  subject. 

My  Lords,  the  puzzle,  (for  so  I  must  call  it),  has  arisen 
from  jthe  term  *'  estate.'*  The  words  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment are  '^  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt."  That  at  first  in- 
duced me  to  think,  that  such  interest  as  did  not  belong  to 
the  bankrupt  could  not  be  considered  as  the  bankrupt's 
estate;  but  I  am  convinced  by  the  argument,  that  this 
is  entirely  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.  It  is  die  estate 
of  the  bankrupt,  loaded  with  the  debt  of  the  creditor; 
but  the  whole  estate  is  in  the  bankrbpL  It  is  perfectly 
true  that  the  creditor  has  that  species  of  power,  with 
reference  to  the  estate,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  secur- 
ing his  debt,  which  is  all  that  he  ha^,  he  may  reduce  that 
estate  into  his  possession ;  but  it  is  for  no  other  purpose 
than  that  of  securing  the  paytnent  of  his  debt;  and  beyond 
that,  every  interest  in  the  estate  is  undoubtedly  the  inter- 
est of  the  bankrupt  or  his  creditors.  My  Lords,  that  be- 
ing the  case,  it  appears  to  me,  that  when  the  sale  takes 
.  place  by  order  of  the  commissioners  of  an  estate  circum- 
stanced as  this  is,  that  is,  charged  with  a  debt,  it  is  a  sale 
in  which  the  party  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  under  this  act 
of  Parliament. 

My  Lords,  there  is  no  sort  of  injustice  in  this,  though  I 
am  agreed  that  your  Lordships  are  not  sitting  judicially,  to 
be  led  away  by  the  equities  of  any  case.  Your  Lordships 
are,  in  the  situation  in  which  you  are  placed  now,  to  admi- 
nister the  law,  whatever  it  may  be;  and  if  that  law  be  pro- 
ductive of  injustice,  in  your  legislative  character  your  Lord- 
ships may  alter  it.  But  there  is  no  injustice  in  this  de- 
cision; on  the  contrary,  in  every  view  of  the  case,  it 
obtains  the  perfect  equity  of  the  case.  In  the  first  place, 
suppose  the  fund  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt,  bywhom 
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M  the  auction  duty  paid?    If  there  be  enough  to  pay  the       ^f^^' 
mortgage  creditor,  and  not  enough  to  pay  every  body     >      ^     ^ 
eke,  it  must  come  out  of  the  bankrupt's  fund,  to  the  loss  ^^^ 

of  the  creditors,  who  have  suffered  enough  already  in  not  Winstanlet. 
having  their  debts  paid.  Suppose,  in  the  next  place,  there 
is  nothing  left  to  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt,  but  that 
the  whole  is  swallowed  up  by  the  mortgagee;  in  that  case, 
in  point  of  equity  the  mortgagee  has  a  right  to  say,  '^  It  is 
unjust  to  require  me  to  pay  the  duty;"  and  therefore, 
thou^  perhaps  that  case  woidd.  not  come  strictly  within 
the  terms  of  the  acts  of  Parliament,  it  would  come  within 
the  principle  upon  which  the  Legislature  meant  to  give  re- 
lief! Suppose  a  third  caae — that  the  mortgage  was  paid 
off*;  that  all  the  bankrupt's  creditors  were  paid  off*;  and  that 
aome  surplus  remained  for  the  poor  caserable  man  whose 
property  had  been  thus  compulsorily  sold :  in  that  case,  it 
would  be  inconsistent  widi  justice,  that  a  sale,  wbidi  he 
was  forced  to  make  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  distribu- 
tion of  his  property  among  his  creditors,  should  be  charged 
with  the  payment  of  duty*  It  seems  to  me,  that  that  would 
be  a  case  that  would  call  upon  the  Legislature  to  say,  that 
no  duty  should  be  paid;  that  it  was  hardship  enough  upon 
B,  man,  that  his  property  should  be  all  brc^en  to  pieces  in 
this  way,  without  being  called  upon  to  pay  the  duty  upon 
that  sale  which  was  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
him  to  pay  his  debts. 

There  is  one  other  principle  upon  which  I  will  put  this 
case,  and  upon  which  I  was  in  the  habit  of  putting  cases 
when  I  had  the  honour  of  sitting  in  the  Court  below. — 
In  all  revenue  cases,  let  the  officers  of  Government  take 
care  that  the  Legislature  is  made  to  speak  plain  and  intel- 
ligible language.  If  the  Legislature  is  not  made  to  speak 
plain  and  inteUigible  language,  let  not  individuals  suffer, 
but  let  the  public.  I  am  bound  to  say,  if  there  is  any 
doubt  about  these  words,  the  benefit  of  that  doubt  should 
be  given  to  the  subject. 
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My  Lords,  it  is  a  great  consolation  to  me,  having  formed 
a  different  opinion  formerly  from  that  which  I  now  feel  my- 
self bound  to  express,  to  find  that  men  to  whom  I  should 
be  glad  to  consider  myself  as  approaching  at  all  nearly  in 
point  of  legal  knowledge,  have  formed  the  same  opinion. 
I  never  can  be  ashamed  of  being  in  error,  when  I  follow 
in  my  error  my  Lord  Kenyan  and  my  Lord  Chief  Baron 
Thompson^  two  of  the  best  lawyers  that  ever  I  remember 
within  any  Court  of  Westminster  HM  upon  the  subject, 
who  have  given  an  opinion  upon  this  question,  and  that 
opinion  given  by  them  is  now  at  variance  with  that  which 
has  been  so  well  expressed  by  my  learned  brothers. 
When  the  opinion  of  those  learned  persons  is  at  variance 
with  the  opinion  expressed  here,  it  is  enough  to  say  that 
there  is  some  questionable  doubt  upon  the  subject;  and 
that  was  sufficient  to  render  it  in  my  opinion  highly  proper 
for  the  officers  of  the  Crown  to  bring  it  under  the  con* 
sideration  of  your  Lordships ;  but  that  very  circumstance 
brings  it  within  the  rule  which,  as  long  as  I  have  any 
thing  to  do  with  the  administration  of  justice,  I  shall  al- 
ways act  upon,  and  that  is,  to  give  the  benefit  of  any 
doubt  to  the  subject,  and  not  to  the  Crown.  It  is  not 
the  subject  who  makes  the  law,  it  is  the  Crown  who  pro- 
poses the  law,  and  by  whom  the  law  is  prepared;  and  if 
there  be  any  ambiguity,  let  the  Crown  suffer,  and  not  the 
subject.  My  Lords,  for  these  reasons,  though  I  am  ra- 
ther taking  it  out  of  the  hands  of  my  noble  and  learned 
friend,  to  whom  it  is  due  to  say,  that  he  always  entertain- 
ed the  opinion  that  has  been  expressed  by  the  Judges,  I 
move  your  Lordships  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  be- 
low be  affirmed. 


Lord  Tbnterden. — My  Lords,  I  entirely  agree  in  the 
opinion  that  has  been  delivered  to  your  Lordships  by  the 
learned  Judge,  and  in  the  reasons  upon  which  that  opin- 
ion has  been  founded ;  and  it  therefore  will  be  unneces- 
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sary  for  me  to  occupy  many  minutes  of  your  Lordships*       Revenue, 
time,  especiaUy  as  I  have  the  satisfaction  to  find  that  my  ^ 

noble  and  learned  friend,  who  differed  from  me  upon  a  ^^'^ 

former  occasion,  has  now  brought  himself  to  think  that  the    winstInlbt. 
opinion  delivered  by  the  learned  Judges  is  correct. 

My  Lords,  when  the  Legislature  thought  fit,  in  the  first 
place,  which  I  believe  to  have  been  in  the  17th  year  of  the 
jreign  of  his  late  Majesty  George  the  Third,  to  impose  a 
duty  upon  the  produce  of  sales  by  auction,  it  appears  that 
they  thought  that  that  would  be  improperly  harsh,  if  it 
should  extend  to  the  case  of  creditors,  so  as  to  diminish  the 
funds  out  of  which  Aeir  debts  were  to  be  paid.  I  think  it 
is  impossible  to  read  even  that  first  act,  without  seeing 
that  such  was  the  intention ;  and  we  should  therefore  be 
anxious  to  find  that  the  language  used  was  such  as  to  car- 
ry that  intention  into  effect. 

My  Lords,  there  is  some  difference  in  the  huiguage  of 
the  different  acts;  the  parallel  expression  in  the  first  act  of 
the  17th  of  Geo.  3,  b,  goods  and  effects  of  a  bankrupt, 
which,  following  the  provision  with  respect  to  sales  made  by 
the  sheriff  in  execution,  might  perhaps  have  left  a  doubt 
whether  those  words  would  apply  to  the  case  of  a  bank- 
rupt's  estate.  Whether  that  doubt  then  existed,  and 
therefore  gave  rise  to  the  exception  in  the  19th  of  Geo. 
3,  and  to  an  alteration  of  the  language  in  that  act,  does 
not  appear;  but  in  the  19th  Geo.  3,  the  words  are,  estates 
and  effects  of  the  bankrupt,  sold  by  order  of  assignees. 
The  words  of  the  exception  in  the  43rd  of  Geo.  3,  are 
nearly  the  same,  and  thus  the  law  stood  at  the  time  of  the 
decbion  of  the  case,  which  has  been  much  relied  upon. 
The  King  v.  Abbott,  in  the  Exchequer.  But,  before  thb 
case  came  on  for  decbion,  the  6th  Geo.  4  passed,  which 
has  words  somewhat  larger,  for  there  the  words  are,  all 
sales  of  any  real  or  personal  estate  of  any  bankrupt 
or  bankrupts  shall  not  be  liable  to  any  auction  duty.  If 
this  case  turned  upon  the  construction  of  this  act,  the 
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question  would  be,  what  is  meant  by  the  real  estate  of  a 
bankrupt. 

My  Lords,  I  have  always  thought,  that  where  we  are  to 
put  a  construction  upon  an  act  of  Pariiament  which  does 
not  relate,  or  profess  to  relate  to  some  particular  subject 
of  art  or  science,  we  should  understand  the  words  in  the 
act  in  the  same  way  as  they  are  understood  in  the  common 
language  of  mankind;  and  I  think  it  cannot  be  doubted^ 
that,  in  common  language,  when  you  speak  of  the  estate  of 
any  person  subject  to  mortgage,  you  would  call  it  the  es- 
tate of  the  mortgagor— in  the  common  language  of  man- 
kind you  would  speak  of  it  as  his  own  estate* 

This  being  so,  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  being 
perfectly  clear,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  true  construction 
of  those  words  is,  to  treat  this  as  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt. It  is  clear,  that  unless  the  whole  interest  is  so  treat- 
ed as  his  estate,  the  fund  for  the  creditors  will  be  dimi- 
nished, that  is,  if  you  are  to  divide  the  sale,  and  to  consider 
the  equity  of  redemption  as  his,  and  the  incumbrance  as 
not  being  his,  so  that  the  duty  shall  be  paid  upon  so  much 
of  the  proceeds  as  may  be  considered  as  applicable  to 
the  discharge  of  the  incumbrances ;  it  is  clear,  that  if  you 
80  construe  the  act  upon  the  present  occasion,  the  amount 
of  duty  payable  upon  that  portion  of  the  sale,  will  go  to 
diminish  the  fund  out  of  which  the  debts  are  to  be  paid, 
which  I  consider  to  have  been  the  original  object  of  the 
Legislature  to  prevent;  and  it  seems  to  me  therefore,  that, 
both  according  to  the  intention  and  according  to  the  or- 
dinary effect  of  those  woixls  in  the  act  of  6  Geo.  4^ 
no  part  of  the  produce  of  the  estate  is  liable  to  the  duty. 


Judgment  affirmed. 
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Etch,  qf  Pleas, 
1831. 

Smith  v.  Anne  Pocklinoton  and  Henry  Sharpe  Pock- 

LINGTON. 

J.  HIS  was  an  actkm  by  the  plaintiff,  as  lessee  of  the  de-  Covenant  a- 
fi^dants,  OB  an  implied  ooYenant.     The  declaration,  re-  ?^°^^  ^*  ^^^ 

,  ^  ,      ,  '  B,  on  a  cove- 

citing  a  certain  indenture  made  between  Anne  Pockling'  nam  suppowd 

i<m  (one  of  the  defendants)  therein  described  as  mortga-  incident  lo  a 

gee  in  fee  of  the  demised  premises,  of  the  first  part;  JHcti-  on'^'^'lfc-^^^^ 

ry  Sharpe  Pocilingion  (the  other  defendant)  therein  de-  ^^^^  °^^^^  ^^^^f 

It  appeared) 

scribed  as  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  the  equity  of  re-  that,  in  point  of 
demption  of  the  same  premises,  of  the  second  part ;  John  demssedrand 
Jenkins  (who  was  the  trustee  of  a  term)  of  the  third  part ;  I?*"'  *»  ^^!* 

^  /  x-        '    |,gd  an  equita- 

and  the  plaintiff,  of  the  fourth  part ;  stated,  that  the  defend-  bie  interest 
ant,  Anne  Pocklingion,  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  ^^ell—Heid, 
of  the  defendant  Henry  Sharpe  Pocklington,  ^d  thereby  Jj*,'*tmrin" 
demise  and  lease,  and  the  said  John  Jenkins^  at  the  request  tainaUe  against 
and  by  the  direction  of  the  said  Henry  Sharpe  PoekUng- 
tan  and  Anne  Poeklingion,  did  demise  and  lease,  and  the 
said  Henry  Sharpe  Pocklington  did  grant,  demise^  and 
lease  unto  the  said  plaintiff,  a  certain  piece  or  parcel  of 
ground,  &c.,  with  liberty  to  make  tram  roads,  &c.,  for 
carrying  and  conYcying  coal,  &c.     And  aleojkll  and  free 
liberty  J  power,  and  auihoriiy  to  and  for  the  said  plaintiff', 
hiSf  8fc.,  to  erect,  build,  and  make  any  whatfor  wharfs, 
quay  or  quays,  upon  the  said  ground  tftereby  demised, 
in,  at,  or  near  the  side  or  bank  of  the  river  Tawe,for  the 
shipping  of  the  said  coal,  %c. 

Breach — That  the  defendants  and  Jenkins,  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  hud  mot  in  themselves 
or  in  any  or  either  of  them  good  right,  full  power  and 
absolute  authority  to  demise  and  lease  unto  the  said  plain- 
tiff, full  and  free  liberty,  power,  and  authority  to  and  for 
the  said  plaintiff,  his  &c.,  to  erect,  build,  and  make  &c., 
(following  the  above  words  of  the  lease). 
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Etek.  rf  Pleas,      The  defendant  pleaded  non  est  /actum,  and  took  issue 
'  ^     upon  the  above  and  other  breaches. 
Smith  On  the  trial,  before  BoUand,  B.,  at  the  last  Assizes  for 

PocKLiNOToir.  ^^^  county  of  Olamorgan,  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  that,  as  incident  to  the  demise  (a),  the  les- 
sors had  impliedly  granted  to  him  the  right  of  carrying 
his  wharfs  over  their  land,  lying  between  the  demised 
premises  and  low-water  mark,  and  which  land  they  had, 
in  fact,  previously  demised  to  another  party.  The  learn- 
ed Judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  him  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages. 

Whitcambe  was  now  about  to  move  accordingly,  but 
was  stopped  by  the  Court  on  another  ground- 
Lord  Ltndhurst,  C.  B. — The  action  being  brought 
on  an  implied  covenant,  arising  out  of  the  demise,  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  a  joint  demise  by  the  two  de- 
fendants* On  the  production  of  the  lease,  it  appears  that 
one  defendant  was  mortgagee,  and  the  other  entitled  only 
to  an  equity  of  redemption;  so  that  the  deed  operates  as 
a  demise  by  one,  and  an  equitable  confirmation  by  the 
other.  Henry  Sharpe  Pocklington  is  a  stranger  in  law  to 
the  estate,  he  could  make  no  legal  demise,  and  you  can- 
not, therefore,  imply  a  covenant  by  him.  You  have,  then, 
too  many  defendants,  which  is  an  insurmountable  diffi- 
culty. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  1  Saimd.  322  b,  n.  (6);  Hioldar  v.  Taylor,  Hob.  18. 
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Sxek.  of  PUa$^ 
1831. 

Jones  r.  Clarke. 
FiNLAYsoN  r.  Same. 

X  WO  actions  were  brought  in  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions  The  late  Court 
for  the  county  palatine  of  Chester,  against  the  defendant,  a  Jj^wXr  th**' 
magistrate,  for  trespass  and  false  imprisonment.  The  causes  county  of  cam- 
were  set  down  for  trial  at  the  Spring  Great  Sessions,  18S0,  mer  MMioiu, 
but,  on  an  application  made  by  the  defendant,  the  Court  ituAilnrl^ 
stayed  the  proceedinffs,  and  ordered  Mr.  JVhiteheadf' the  turnabie  at  the 

,     ,  next  Great 

plaintiff's  attorney,  to  pay  the  defendant's  costs.  A  rule  to  Sessions  against 
that  effect  was  served  on  him,  with  the  allocatur  of  the  Pro-  «  nuK  Ibr  non- 
thonotary  of  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions;  which  not  being  5^^."^*^?^^* 
obeyed,  an  attachment  was  issued  at  the  Summer  Great  Ses-  cost*-  Before 
sions  following.  On  this  attachment  Mr.  FF/it/^A^ac/ was  ar-  Sessions,  the  act 
rested  at  the  latter  end  of  September,  and  gave  bail  to  the  J^„rt  o"f  Ow. 
Sheriff  for  hb  appearance  at  the  return  of  the  writ.  The  act  *  *"f  ^  Wm.  4, 

c.  TO  J  cane  into 

of  II  Geo,  4  and  1  Wm.  4,  c.  70,  abolishing  the  Court  of  Great  operation ;  but, 
Sessions,  had  received  the  royal  assent  before  the  issuing  of  umrtimef  £e 
the  attachment  and  the  arrest,  but  had  not  then  come  into  f^^'^^f, 

'  taken  a  bail 

operation.  The  attachment  was  therefore  made  outin  the  or-  bond  for  the  ap. 
dinary  form,  and  was  made  returnable  before  the  Justices  attorney,  pur-^ 
of  Chester,  at  Chester,  on  the  first  day  of  the  then  next  Ses-  Slnt^^The 
sions  for  the  county  of  Chester,    The  condition  of  the  bail-  Sheriff  being 
bond  was  in  the  same  terms.     On  the  first  day  of  the  CheS'  Easter  Term 
ier  Spring  Assizes  of  188 1,  (the  day  on  which,  but  for  the  turn'th?«Irit"' 
abolition  of  the  judicature,  the  writ  would  have  been  re-  '  f^***?  ^°"'' 
tumable),  Mr.    Whitehead  attended  with  the  Sheriff's  returned  cepi 
officer  before  the  Judges  of  assize,  then  sitting  under  he  was  ready 
English  commissions  of  nisiprius,  &c.,  who,  having  no  juris-  Ss'body'^fore 
diction,  declined  to  take  cognizance  of  the  matter.     By  the  the  Justices  of 
act  of  1 1  Qeo.  4  and  1  Wm,  4,  c.  70,  all  suits  and  proceedings  return ;  but  that, 
thereon,  pending  in  the  Court  of  Sessions  at  the  time  of  the  turn'^the  Co'urt 
abolition  of  the  judicature,  were  transferred  to  the  Court  ''m  abo«J»hed: 

•*  — Heldf  that 

the  return  was 
insufficient,  and 
that  the  applications  against  the  Sheriff  in  Eatter  Term  were  in  time. 
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Exek.  of  Pkat,  of  Exchequer.  In  Easter  Term,  the  defendant  hav- 
ing filed  a  certificate  of  the  late  Prothonotary  of  the 
Court  of  Great  Sessions  for  the  county  of  Chester^ 
setting  forth  the  proceedings,  obtained  a  rule  in  the  Ex^ 
chequer,  calling  upon  the  Sheriff^  to  return  the  writ  of  at* 
tachment.  The  Sheriff  thereupon  moved  the  Court  to  be 
excused  from  making  any  return;  but  the  rule  fUsi,  which 
he  had  obtained  for  that  purpose,  was  after  argument  dis- 
charged, and  he  was  ordered  to  make  such  return  as  he 
should  be  advised,  the  Court  at  that  time  intimatiftg  an 
opinion  that  the  parties  to  the  bail-bond  had  not  substan- 
tially complied  with  the  condition,  and  were  consequently 
not  released.    The  Sheriff  then  made  the  following  return : 

"  I  hereby  certify  to  the  Barons  of  his  Majesty's  Ex- 
chequer at  Westminster^  that,  by  virtue  of  the  annexed 
writ  from  the  late  Court  of  Sessions  at  Chester ^  I  did  attach 
the  therein  named  Roger  Whitehead,  and  did  him  safely 
keep,  and  was  ready  to  have  had  his  body  before  the 
therein  named  Justices  of  Chester,  at  Chester,  on  the  first 
day  of  the  therein  mentioned  Sessions  of  the  county  of 
Chester,  at  Chester,  as  in  the  said  writ  I  was  commanded; 
but  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court  of  Sessions  was 
abolished  before  that  day,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  ISth  day 
of  October,  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Lord  the 
now  King. 

The  answer  of  George  Walmsley,  Esquire,  Sheriff." 

The  defendant  then  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
Sheriff  to  shew  cause  why  this  return  should  not  be  quash- 
ed, and  why  an  attachment  should  not  issue  against  him; 
against  which  rule  cause  was  now  shewn  by 

Lloyd,  who  contended,  ^r^/,  that  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction,  inasmuch  as  this  was  not  a  suit  pending  in 
the  Court  of  Sessions  at  the  time  of  its  abolition.  The 
suit   in  that  Court,    and    all    proceedings  in  that  suit 
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had  been  stayed  by  the  order  of  tlie  Court  of  Sessions.  ^^\Mi\^^^'' 
This,  therefore,  was  a  new  suit  founded  on  the  con- 
tempt of  a  Court  which  had  now  ceased  to  exist,  and  of 
which  the  Exchequer  could  not  take  cognizance.  Se^ 
candly,  that  the  Sheriff  having  a  right  to  take  bail,  and 
being  bound  to  take  it  in  the  terms  of  the  writ,  had  been 
guilty  of  no  default  or  misconduct;  and  if  the  appearance  of 
W.  according  to  that  condition  became  impossible  by  act 
of  law,  the  sheriff  ought  not  to  be  made  responsible  for  the 
consequences;  and  tJnrMy^  that,  at  all  events,  the  defend- 
ant had  been  guilty  of  laches  in  not  calling  upon  the  She- 
riff sooner,  because,  the  act  having  come  into  operation  on 
the  12th  October i  1830,  and  transferred  the  jurisdiction 
to  the  Exchequer^  the  first  term,  which  would  have  cor- 
responded to  the  time  at  which  the  writ  was  made  return- 
able in  the  Court  of  Sessions,  would  be  Michaelmas  Term 
last,  and  that  the  Court  therefore  would  not  estend  relief 
to  him  to  the  injury  of  the  Sheriff. 

Coitinghamt  contra^  referred  to  Phelps  v«  BcmreU  (a), 
as  shewing  that  the  Sheriff  was  not  authorised  to  take 
bail  on  an  attachment,  and  argued,  that  though  that  case 
was  at  variance  with  Morris  v.  Heyward  (6)f  and  Lewis 
V.  Morland{e\  yet  these  cases  shewed  that  he  is  not  com- 
pellable to  take  bail ;  but  if  he  do  so,  it  is  at  his  periL  He 
submitted  that  the  Sheriff  in  thb  case  was  not  in  any  situa- 
tion of  hardship,  having  the  security  of  the  bail-bond  which 
he  had  chosen  to  take ;  and  urged,  that  the  proceedings 
in  the  Court  below  were  removed  into  this  Court  by  the 
operation  of  the  act,  and  that  the  defendant  had  done  all 
that  was  requisite  by  lodging  the  proper  certificate,  and  * 
applying  for  the  present  rules,  which  were  proceedings  in 
the  same  suits  which  were  commenced  in  the  Court  of 
Great  Sessions  for  Chester. 

(a)  4  Price,  31 .  (ft)  6  Taunt.  669.  {c)  2  B.  &  A.  63. 
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Exeh.  iif  Phot,      Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.  —By  the  operation  of  the  acti 

and  the  certificate  of  the  Prothonotary,  the  cause  has  been 
removed  into  this  Court,  and  we  have  jurisdiction  over  it. 
The  Sheriff  in  this  instance  was  not  bound  to  take  bail.  If 
he  had  not  done  so,  the  party  would  have  remained  in  his 
custody,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  would  have  been  his 
duty  to  have  produced  him  in  this  Court  in  Michaelmas 
Term.  The  Sberiffi  however,  took  a  bail-bond,  and  the 
time  for  the  appearance  of  the  party  under  the  bail-bond 
did  not  expire  till  the  Spring  Assizes;  and  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  defendant  is  in  time  in  making  his  applica- 
tion against  the  Sheriff  in  this  term,  and  that  this  rule 
should  be  made  absolute, 

Bayley,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  Sheriff 
is  not  bound  to  take  a  bfdl-bond  on  an  attachment.     If  he 
does  take  it,  he  does  so  at  his  peril,  and  the  party  suing 
out  the  attachment  is  not  to  be  put  in  a  worse  situation  by 
his  so  doing.     In  the  present  case,  if  the  Sheriff  had  not 
taken  bail,  the  party  would  have  been  in  custody  until 
Michaelmas  Term.     In  the  meantime,  the  Sheriff  had 
taken  a  bail-bond.     We  are  not  bound  to  say  that  the  tak- 
ing bail  was  wrong,  but  we  may  look  to  the  situation  in  which 
the  parties  were  placed  thereby.    The  bail-bond  was  taken 
for  appearance  in  March;  that  gave  an  indulgence  till  that 
time.    If  the  party  did  not  think  proper  to  take  pro- 
ceedings  against  the  Sheriff  till  after  that  time,  he  has 
nothing  to  complain  of;  but  the  time  may  be  consider- 
ed as  enlarged  by  consent;  after  that  period,  the  first 
opportunity  for    taking    any  step    against    the    Sheriff 
would  be  the  first  day  of  this  term.     At  that  time,  such 
proceedings  are  taken  as  bring  the  causes  into  this  Court 
Then  the  Sheriff  is  ruled,  and  makes  a  return,  which 
is  insufficient.    If  he  sustain  any  injury,  it  arises  from  his 
having  taken  a  bail-bond  under  perilous  circumstances. 
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BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  ^'^.M.f^^'* 
this  application  has  been  made  within  a  reasonable  time^ 
under  the  circumstances.  The  section  of  the  act,  which 
remoyes  the  proceedings  of  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions 
at  Chefier  into  this  Court,  directs  that  they  are  to  be 
dealt  with  according  to  the  practice  of  this  Court,  or  of 
the  Court  from  whence  the  same  are  transferred,  accord- 
ing to  the  discretion  of  this  Court.  Now,  the  plaintiff  in 
this  case,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Great 
Sessions,  was  not  bound  to  make  his  return  until  the 
Great  Sessions  which  would  have  been  held  in  March.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  we  should  regulate  our  proceedings 
in  this  case  by  what  would  have  been  done  by  the  Court 
below.  That  Court  would  have  had  no  jurisdiction  till  the 
Great  Sessions  in  March  ^  and  I  therefore  think,  that  the 
party  was  in  time  in  applying  to  this  Court  in  the  present 
Eoiter  Term. 

Rule  absolute. 


Chambers  v.  Bernasconi  and  Others. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  brought  by  A  Shenrs  of- 
the  plaintiff  against  his  assignees,  to  try  the  validity  of  a  tenme^nm^^' 
commission  of  bankrupt  agunst  him.  I^ST^t?*®^^"" 

'^    ^  IflTa  office,  atat- 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  at  log  that  he  had 
the  Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term.  at  a  certain 

The  principal  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  {jJ^VwAiTd 
plaintiff  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  this  °t  ^^«  sherirs 

.  ,  office,  and,  the 

question  mainly  turned  upon  the  place  where  an  arrest  of  officer  being 
the  plaintiff  on  the  9th  of  November,  1825,  had  taken  cc'/^Tevil 
place;  the  evidence  for  the  defendants  shewing,  that  the  fh"*^!  *° ^J°^*u 

arrest  in  an  ac- 
tion between  ^. 
B,  and  a  third  party:  the  Court  granted  a  new  trial,  intimating  a  strong  opinion  that  sach  re- 
turn was  not  evidence  of  the  place  of  arrest,  but  giving  the  party  an  opportunity  of  putting  the 
question  upon  the  record. 
Semhle,  that  such  return  was  not  receivable  in  evidence  for  any  purpose. 

VOL.  I.  II 
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^A'W/^Of  airesft  took  place  at  Paddingiim,  and  the  witneaaes  for 
V  ^  '  /  the  pkintiff  proYing  that  it  took  place  in  Sauih  MoUot^ 
CHAMBns     street. 

BBRNA8C0NI.  The  defondants  called  a  witaeaa  of  ihe  name  of  Breiif 
who  stated,  that,  in  18S6|  he  waa  the  assiatantof  aSheriflTa 
officer,  (suice  deceased),  of  the  name  of  Wright;  and  that 
he  and  Wright  went  to  the  plaintiff's  cottage  at  Paddhtg" 
ton,  on  the  9th  oi  November  in  that  year,  in  cnder  to 
arrest  the  plaintiff;  that  a  servant  of  the  plaintiff's  denied 
that  he  was  at  home;  but  that  the  witness  and  Wright 
insisted  on  searching  the  cottage,  and  arrested  the  plain- 
tiff there* 

For  the  plaintiff,  evidence  was  given  to  shew  that  he 
was  only  arrested  once  on  the  9th  of  November^  1825, 
and  that  such  arrest  took  place  in  South  MoUonsireeL 
Mr.  BirchaUf  the  deputy  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex,  waa 
called,  and  he  produced  a  certificate  signed  by  Wrighi 
the  officer,  and  sent  in  by  him  to  the  Sheriff's  office,  and 
there  filed,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 

9th  November,  1885. 
"  Arrested  Abraham  Henry  Chambers  the  elder,  in 
South  Mohon-street,  at  the  suit  of  WiUiam  Brereton. 

<<  Thomas  Wrighi^ 

Mr.  BirchaU  stated  in  his  evidence  at  the  trial,  that  the 
officers  are  always  required  to  give  in  such  eertificatea  im- 
mediately after  the  caption;  that  the  certificates  are  the 
foundation  for  the  return  of  tiie  writs;  that  the  officers 
are  charged  by  their  certificates  of  the  caption ;  and  that 
they  are  required  to  insert  in  tiie  certificates  the  place  of 
arrest  (a). 

(a)  In  the  course  of  the  ar^-  time,  and  that  he  thought  that  in 

ment,  Mr.  BirchaU  informed  the  1826  the  practice  of  requiring  the 

Court,  that  at  the  trial  his  atten-  officer  to  make  a  return  of  the 

tion  had  been  directed  to  the  prac-  place  of  the  arrest  had  not  been 

Uce  of  the  Sheriff*8  office  at  that  adopted. 
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At  Ae  trial,  the  certificate  in  question  was  offered  in  EMh.g^Pieat, 
evidence  for  the  plaintiff^  and  was  objected  to  by  the  de-  ^ 

fendants*  counsel,  who  contended  that  it  was  not  a  docu-      Chambers 
ment  agunst  the  interest  of  the  party  making  it;  and  that,    Bbrnasconk. 
at  all  events,  though  it  might  be  evidence  of  the  arrest, 
it  was  not  evidence  of  the  place  where  that  arrest  was 
made. 

The  evidence  was  received,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  ver- 
dict 

Sir  James  Scarlett  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground,  (amongst  others,  on  which  the  decision  of  the 
Court  did  not  proceed),  that  this  certificate  had  been  im- 
properly received  in  evidence. 

CampbeUt  Fottett,  and  Buit,  shewed  cause; — The  cer- 
tificate of  Wright  was  admissible,  not  as  evidence  to  con- 
tradict Brett,  but  as  substantive  evidence  of  the  place 
where  the  arrest  took  place.  It  was  admissible  on  the 
principle  established  by  all  the  cases  in  which  the  entries 
of  deceased  persons  made  against  their  interest  have  been 
received.  The  present  is  an  entry  of  a  deceas^  person, 
as  to  a  fiM^t  of  which  he  is  peculiarly  cognizant,  made  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  contrary  to  his  interest,  and 
charging  himself.  It  is  not  even  necessary  that  the  entry 
sbeuld  charge  the  person  making  it  with  the  receipt  of 
money ;  as,  in  Daour.  Pierce  (a)  and  other  similar  cases  (6), 
the  directions  of  deceased  tenants  were  admitted  to  prove 
the  seinn  of  their  landlords.  In  PhUUpps  an  Evidence  (c), 
the  rule  is  thus  laid  down :  **  The  declarations  or  statements 
of  deceased  persons  have  been  admitted  in  many  cases  where 

(a)  2  T.  R.  53*  Evant  in  the  notes  to  Barker  v. 

[b)  See  the  whole  of  the  cases     B^t  2  Ross.  66. 

on  the  subject  of  the  admisst-         (c)  See  1  Phill.  on  By.  243,  and 
bility  of  the  declarations  of  deceas-     the  cases  there  cited, 
ed  persons  collected  by  Mr.  JoiAuo 

Ii2 
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^'^iMi^*^'  they  appear  to  be  made  against  their  interest;  as  entries 

\.....^^J*^     in  their  books,  charging  themseWes  with  the  receipt  of 

Chambers     money  on  the  account  of  a  third  person,  or  acknowledging 

BiBRNABcoNi.    the  reccipt  of  money  due  to  themselves.    In  either  case 

the  entry  is  to  their  own  immediate  prejudice,  and  strong 

evidence  of  the  fact  in  consideration  of  which  the  money  is 

said  to  have  been  received  or  paid.** 

In  Shorty.  Lee  (a)  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said—**  These 
documents  possess  those  qualifications  which  always  make 
the  declarations  of  the  deceased  persons  evidence;  namely, 
that  they  were  persons  having  a  competent  knowledge,  or 
whose  duty  it  was  to  know,  having  no  motive  to  make  a 
false  representation,  and  their  written  declarations  being 
directly  at  variance  with  their  own  interest,  which  declara- 
tions are  universally  evidence,  as  in  the  cases  of  the  entries 
made  by  the  attorney  or  the  midwife.** 

The  case  of  Champneya  v.  Peek  (6)  decided,  that  an  in- 
dorsement of  having  served  a  copy  made  at  the  time,  on 
the  back  of  an  attorney's  bill,  by  a  deceased  clerk,  whose 
duty  it  was  to  serve  it,  was  admissible.  That  case  seems 
to  shew,  that  any  entry  made  by  a  person  having  a  duty  to 
perform  in  the  course  of  o£Bce,  is  admissible  after  his  de- 
cease. It  is  not  necessary,  however,  in  the  present  case, 
to  go  the  length  of  that  decision.  In  the  recent  case  of 
MidUUeton  v.  Melion  (c),  an  entry  by  a  deceased  collector 
of  taxes,  charging  himself  with  the  receipt  of  money,  in  a 
private  book,  was  held  to  be  evidence  against  a  surety  of 
the  fact  of  the  receipt  of  money>  upon  the  general  princi- 
ple, that  the  entry  was  against  the  interest  of  the  party 
making  it.  The  only  doubt  in  that  case  arose  from  the 
book  being  a  private  book  merely,  which  the  party  was 
not  bound  to  keep. 

Where  such  entry  is  receivable,  it  is  clearly  evidence 
not  only  to  prove  the  receipt  of  the  money,  but  to  prove 

(a)  2  Jacob  &  Walk.  488.     (6)  1  Stark.  Rep.  404.    (c)  10  B.  &  C.  31 7- 
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any  collateral  matter  stated  in  the  entry.     Thus,  in  Short  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
V.  Lee  (a),  the  entries  were  admitted  as  evidence  to  prove      ^    ^    \ 
collateral  matters.  Chambbrb 

So,  in  the  case  of  the  man-midwife  (6),  the  entry  was  re*  bbrnasconi. 
ceived  as  evidence  to  prove  the  time  of  the  birth,  and  not 
merely  the  fact  of  the  payment.  Indeed,  in  almost  all 
cases  as  to  entries  of  this  nature,  it  is  not  the  mere  fact  of 
the  payment,  but  some  collateral  fact,  which  is  sought  to 
be  established  by  the  entry. 

In  Haddon  v.  Parry  (c),  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
were  of  opinion  that  a  bill  of  lading  signed  by  a  deceased 
master  of  a  vessel  was  evidence  of  interest  in  the  goods,  as 
against  third  parties.  It  can  surely  make  no  difference 
whether  an  entry  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  goods  or  of 
money.  In  the  present  case,  the  party  is  deceased ;  the 
entry  was  made  in  the  usual  course  of  o£Bcial  business,  and 
it  was  made  immediately,  and  before  any  bail-bond  was 
given.  It  was  against  the  interest  of  the  party  making  it, 
for  it  would  have  been  evidence  in  an  action  brought 
against  him  by  the  Sheriff.  Suppose  that  a  fieri  facias 
issues  to  a  Sheriff,  and  that  his  officer,  to  whom  he  has 
'granted  a  warrant,  returns  to  him  that  he  has  levied  500/., 
it  is  quite  clear  that  such  an  entry  would  charge  himself, 
and  would  be  evidence  within  the  rule,  as  to  entries  of  de- 
ceased persons.  Then,  what  difference  is  there  between 
2l  fieri  facias  and  a  capias  ^  in  this  respect?  He  charges 
himself  with  the  custody  of  the  body,  and  he  cannot  after- 
wards return  non  est  inventus;  and  the  document  would  be 
evidence  against  him.  The  evidence,  therefore,  was  pro- 
perly received. 

Sir  James  Scarlett^  PoUock,  and  Hutchinson,  contra. — 
Higham  v.  Ridgway  pushed  the  doctrine  as  to  the  ad- 

(a)  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  464^         {h)  Higham  v.  Ridgway,  10  East,  109. 

(c)  3  Taunt.  305. 


4S6 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER^ 


^^^^f^'  ^^^^^^^7  of  evidence  of  this  description  to  the  extrema 
V  V  '  "^  point.  The  admission  of  such  documents  has  crept  on  by 
Chambeks  very  gradual  advancesj  but  it  would  be  very  dangerous  to 
BBKNAicoNi.  admit  them  as  evidence  of  any  collateral  matter.  It  is  not 
disputed  that  a  steward's  entry,  charging  himself  with  the 
receipt  of  rent,  or  of  satisfacti<m  money  for  trespasses,  and 
other  entries  of  that  description,  are  properly  receivable 
in  evidence.  But  there  the  fact  to  be  proved  is  part  of 
the  res  gesta,  and  of  one  entire  transaction,  without  which 
the  entry  means  nothing,  and  not  a  collateral  circumstance, 
as  in  the  present  case.  If  entries  of  this  nature  are  once 
admitted  to  prove  collateral  matters,  to  what  a  length  would 
the  doctrine  lead?  If  the  oflScer's  return  of  the  place  is 
evidence  after  his  decease,  his  verbal  statement  would  also 
be  evidence.  Suppose  an  action  brought  for  a  debt, 
would  the  return  or  declaration  of  a  deceased  officer,  stat- 
ing, I  arrested  the  defendant  and  he  admitted  the  debt, 
be  evidence?  If  the  place  of  tiie  arrest  be  proved  in  such 
manner,  the  time  would  also  be  so  proveable ;  and  if  the 
time  and  place,  why  not  the  company?  so  that  a  document 
of  this  description  would  be  evidence  for  or  against  a  pri- 
soner on  a  question  of  an  alibi.  When  you  once  go  be- 
yond the  line  of  confining  such  evidence  to  what  is  neces- 
sary to  explain  what  the  entry  was,  there  is  no  saying 
where  you  are  to  stop;  which  was  a  question  put  by  Lord 
Eldon  to  the  counsel  in  Barker  v.  Ray.  Higham  v.  Ridg* 
way  is  a  perplexing  decision;  there  was  a  stnmg  inclina- 
tion to  let  in  the  real  justice  of  the  case,  and  to  support  the 
recovery.  From  the  juxta-position  of  the  entries,  the 
book  itself  spoke;  and^  perhaps,  that  decision  may  be  sup- 
ported as  on  a  question  of  pedigree. 

[Lord  Lyndiurstf  C.  B. — ^None  of  the  Judges  put  that 
case  on  the  ground  of  pedigree]. 

The  payment  appeared  most  clearly,  firom  the  nature  of 
the  entries,  to  be  on  a  particular  day,  and  the  birth  must 
have  happened  before.    But  that  case  ought  not  to  be 
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takai  as  m  autiiority,  to  establish  that  all  collateral  £n*.^P/e<if, 
jBatters  m  such  an  entry  are  admissible  in  evidence,     v     ^     •^ 
There  are  many  caaee  where  admimoas  agauist  a  man's     c«ah.«. 
interest  are  not  evidence  after  his  death.    Nothing  can    Bbrnaccomi. 
be  more  against  interest  than  the  admission  of  a  crimei 
but  a  letter  or  statement  of  a  deceased  person  admitting  a 
crime  would  not  be  evidence. 

{Baykff,  B. — ^There  is  one  instancCj  where  a  subscrib- 
ing wknessi  on  his  death-bed,  acknowledged  the  falsehood 
of  his  attestation ;  but  that  is  the  only  instance,  and  is  the 
exception  to  the  general  rule]. 

The  admissibility  of  such  entries  ought  to  be  confined 
to  entries  of  the  receipt  of  monies,  for  which  the  party 
making  the  entry  is  accountable.  The  receipts  of  dead 
men  are  often  rejected,  but  the  true  principle  is,  that  such 
entries  are  evidence,  where  the  party  is  made  accountable 
by  them.  A  steward's  aitry  is  evidence  on  the  ground  of 
hb  being  chargeable  thereby.  A  tenant*s  declaration  as 
to  what  landlord  he  holds  under  is  evidence,  as  being  ex- 
planatory of  the  act  of  possession  and  occupation.  It  is 
evidence  as  of  an  act  done  by  the  tenant;  as  if  a  man  turn 
up  a  clod  and  say,  I  turn  up  this  clod  on  behalf  of  A.  B* 

[Lord  Lyndhur$tt  C.  B. — Possession  is  primd  fade 
evidence  of  ownership,  and  a  tenant's  declaration  is  evi- 
dence as  cutting  down  the  fee]. 

It  is  also  evidence  on  the  other  principle,  as  explanatory 
of  the  fietct  of  possession.  SaUe  v.  Thomoi  (a)  shews  that 
an  entry  may  be  evidence  for  one  purpose,  and  not  admis- 
sible as  to  other  collateral  matter  contained  therein. 

Lord  Ltkdhurst,  C.  B. — ^Confining  myself  to  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  memorandum  of  fVrighi  was  properly 
received  in  evidence,  I  am  of  (pinion  that  the  reception  of 

(a)  3  B.  &  P.  188. 
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Exch.  of  Piea$,  guch  evidence  goes  much  beyond  any  of  the  cases  on  this 

^  subject.    We  think  the  question  of  so  much  importance. 

Chambers  that  we  ¥nsh  the  parties  to  have  an  opportunity  of  putting 

BBRNA8C0NI.  1*  ou  thc  Tccord. 


BayleYi  B.— I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
doubt,  even  supposing  that  this  paper  were  receivable  at 
all,  whether  it  was  receivable  to  prove  the  place  where  the 
arrest  happened.  It  may  be  the  duty  of  the  Sheriff's  of- 
ficer to  make  a  return  to  the  Sheriff,  that  he  has  made  the 
arrest,  but  it  is  not  a  necessary  part  of  that  duty  that  he 
should  state  the  particular  place  of  the  arrest. 

Seeing  the  length  to  which  such  evidence  would  go  if 
admissible  to  prove  every  matter  which  the  officer  may 
take  upon  himself  to  state  on  his  return,  my  present  im- 
pression is,  that  the  return  is  not  evidence  as  to  the  place 
of  the  arrest;  and  indeed  that  the  return  was  not  receiv- 
able in  evidence  at  all. 

The  principle  acted  upon  in  the  cases  of  Doe  v.  /Zoi- 
son  (a),  Higham  v.  Ridgway  (6),  and  Middleton  v.  Mel- 
ton  (c),  was,  that  it  was  against  the  interest  of  the  party  to 
make  the  statement  at  the  time  of  making  it.  Now  I  cannot 
see  how  the  statement  in  the  present  case  was  against  the 
interest  of  the  officer.  He  had  a  duty  to  perform,  and  the 
effect  of  what  he  says  is  only  this — '*  I  have  done  my  duty." 
I  think  therefore  that  the  statement  in  question  does  not  fall 
within  the  principle  upon  which  the  class  of  cases  which 
has  been  referred  to  were  decided. 

Garrow,  B.,  concurred. 

BoLLAND,  B. — From  the  commencement  of  the  argu* 
ment,  it  struck  me  that  this  statement  could  not  be  evi- 

(a)  15  East,  33.  {h)  ]0  East,  109.  (c)  10  B.  &  €.317- 
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dence.    I  have  always  considered  the  cases  which  have  iSxcA.  b/  Piea$, 

1831 

been  alluded  tOj  as  carrying  the  doctrine  too  far,  and  I  ^ 

should  be  very  sorry  to  give  any  opinion  which  might     Chambers 
have  the  effect  of  carrying  it  further.  Bernasconi. 

Rule  for  new  trial  absolute. 


Sir  James  Scarlett  had  obtained  a  rule  to  amend  the  After  a  trial  and 
pleadings,  by  striking  out  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  dff,  theCoort"' 
and  pleaduig  the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  "Jefend^^tT 
ground  that  the  proof  of  the  affirmative,  the  bankruptcy,  amend  by  strik- 
lying  upon  the  defendant^  he  ought  to  begin  and  have  the  nerai  issue,  and 
general  reply;  and  it  was  said  that,  in  the  present  case,  the  bm]fj|^tcy^of 
defendant  had  sustained  great  inconvenience  and  hardship,  ^^  plaintiff;  for 

.  '^     the  purpose  of 

firom  the  plaintiff  beginning  and  having  the  general  reply,     giving  the  de- 
fendant the 

right  of  begin- 

The  Court,  however,  after  hearing  counsel,  and  taking  °*^i^"^°f  *^t 
time  to  consider,  thought  that  the  pleadings  ought  not  to  « tecond  trial. 
be  so  amended  in  this  stage  of  the  cause;  and  the  rule  for 
amending  the  pleadings  was 

Discharged. 


Be  Wetton. 
Upon  the  motion  of  Wkitcambef  a  writ  of  habeas  cor^  Where  a  de- 

__  ,  ,  ,  ^  fendantis  in 

pus  was  granted  by  BoUand,  B.,  directmg  the  gaoler  of  custody  in  the 
his  Majesty's  gaol  of  the  county  of  Stafford,  to  have  the  SJ!in*i[n  ^a^ch- 
body  of  Wetton  (a  prisoner  in  the  custody  of  the  Sheriff  "Jf?^.'"?^"*®"' 
of  Staffordshire,  and  against  whom  a  bill  of  indictment  may  be  remov- 
had  been  found  in  the  county  oi  Middlesex),  at  the  next  oiB.tot^^^ 
general  sessions  of  oyer  and  terminer  of  our  lord  the  j'^^enr""'* 
King,  to  be  holden  in  and  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  at  fo«n^  *<»  **»«  i"t- 

,•,_._  ^_._  „  _  ter  county. 

the  Sessions  House  for  the  said  county,  at  &c«,  on  &c. 

Notice  of  the  motion  had  been  given  to  Wetton,  and  to 
the  gaoler  of  Stafford. 
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Th*  Coot  of 
OieatSodoni 

oracicd  An  lO'* 
hntfWumghj 

to  pay  ootliy 
andtfabCoart 
gnnted  in  at- 
tafhmfntagaJMt 

ob^fiqglJiat 
offdo; 


EvAHS,  an  Infiuift,  sniiig  by  Proekrim  Amjf^  9.  Datis. 

Before  the  aboHlioo  of  Uie  IFMril  jadicatnve,  an  oidor 
Was  made  in  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions  npon  the  infant 
pbttatifif  to  pay  certain  costs.  The  cause  was  subsequent- 
ly removed  into  this  Court,  and  a  rule  nisi  for  an  attach- 
ment for  non-payment  of  the  costs  was  obtained  against 
the  infants  but  this  rule  was  abandoned;  and,  upon  the  mo- 
tion of  Ballf  a  rule  was  obtained,  calling  upon  the  pro^ 
ekein  amy  to  shew  cause  why  an  attachment  should  not 
issue  agunst  her  for  non-paym^it  of  the  costs;  which  rule, 

no  cause  being  shewui  was  made-— 

Absolute  (a). 

(a)  See  2  Aidi.  Firaet  lfi5;  1  TM,  lOa 


Aftar  0D6  auc- 
oettful  oppoti- 
tion  ofbaO, 
6L  moat  be  de- 
poaited  with 
the  Matter,  to 
cover  the  ootti, 
before  the  bail 
can  Joftiiy. 


Smith  v»  Cooper's  Assignees. 

C/^/£>  70^  objected  to  the  justification  of  the  defend- 
ants* bail  in  this  case,  unless  the  sum  of  51.  was  deposited 
with  the  Master,  to  cover  the  costs  of  a  former  successful 
opposition. 

Baylby,  B. — The  practice  is  otherwise  in  the  KingU 
Benehf  there  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  costs,  unless 
the  defendant  has  given  three  notices ;  but — 


The  Master  certified  that  in  this  Court  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  deposit  after  one  successful  opposition  of 
the  defendant's  bail ;  and — 


The  money  was  accordingly  deposited  (a). 


(a)  By  the  practice  of  this  Court, 
the  plidntiff  ia  entitled  to  costs  up- 
on tSie  second  notice  of  jostifica- 
tion,  if  a  brief  be  delivered  to  coun- 


sel to  oppose  the  bul  upon  the 
first  notice.  Barron  v.  WkUeketdf 
2y.&J.3. 
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Rgek.  <^  Pkm, 
1831. 

CoMMBLiN  V.  Thompson. 

tfOSHUA  EVANS  mofed  for  judgment  on  a  demurrery  Befinetbepiaiii- 
for  the  plaintiff;  but  the  Court  refused  the  application,  be-  j^j^eS^'u^n' 
cause  the  demurrer  books  had  not  been  delivered  by  the  demurrer,  the 

denmrrer  bo<4u 

defendant  to  the  two  junior  Barons.  On  a  subsequent  day,  must  be  ddi- 
the  plaintiff  haying,  in  the  meantime,  delivered  the  de-  ^^^I'l^a  u>^ 
murrer  books  to  the  junior  Barons  on  the  behalf  of  the  ^e  defendant 

"  do  not  deliver 

defendant^  the  motion  was —  Ua  booka,  the 

^^  ^m  f  ^  plaintiff  must 

Cxranteu  (a).        dcUver  them  on 


hiabehal£ 


(a)  Formerly^  before  a  cancUi-  it  will  be  sofficient  to  deliver  the 

um  could  be  moved  for,  a  rule  books  to  the  Barons  two  days  be- 

mmt  have  been  given  to  bring  in  fore  the  day  of  argfnment.  R.  T. 

the  denmrrer  books;  tUs  is  now  T.  18dh 
unnecessary  s  and,  for  the  futor^ 


Cole  v.  Dyer* 

Assumpsit.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stat-  Agnanntieia 
ed,  that  before  the  making  of  the  promise  and  undertake  t^^%., 
inff  thereinafter  mentioned,  a  certain  action  had  been  com-  PJ^J>f*  *°d/. 

«  ^mf  deKiidaat: 

menced  and  prosecuted  by  one  Richard  Bidley  against  We,  the  aoder* 
JameM  Ashdawn,  before  the  Barons  of  his  Majesty^s  Ex-  ^i^Je^y 
chequer i  for  the  recovery  of  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  '^nder^e  and 
wit,  the  sum  of  14/.  %$.  6cf.,  due  and  owing  &c.  from  the  <?•  c.»  v^u  the 
said  JameM  Ashdoum  to  the  said  Richard  Ridley^  and  co^s  in  this  ao 
said  action,  at  the  time  &c.,  was  depending,  where-  ^  ^^^i^e 


of  the  defendant  had  notice;  and  thereupon  heretofore,  to  \^J!^y  odam. 

'^  1831,  a  Sinn  of 

wit,  on  the  6th  day  o(  November,  1830,  he,  in  considera-  iRio«.  sd.  be 
lion  of  the  premises,  and  that  the  said  Richard  Ridley,  at  dMudd  a  c.  c 
the  special  instance  and  request  of  the  said  defendant,  J^lutorae'  fo 

the  pUintiffik 
Dated  this  lUth 
day  of  ^09. 1830,"  and  containing  in  the  margin  the  ibllo^ng  letters  and  figwcet :— **  Debt  61,  lit. 
lid,,  costs  4/.  18t.  4d.;  IR  10«.  3d."  does  not  shew  a  suflident  consideration  to  take  it  out  of  the 
4tk  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  consequeotlf  no  action  can  be  maintained  thereon. 
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SMk.  tf  Pleat,  would  cease  to  prosecute  the  said  action,  aud  would  stay 

all  iiirther  proceedings  therein,  he  the  said  defendant  un* 
dertook  &c.  to  pay  him  the  said  plaintiff  the  debt  and  full 
costs  in  the  said  actioui  provided  on  or  before  the  Ist  day 
o(  January f  1831,  the  sum  of  IR  lOs.Sd.  was  not  paid 
to  him  the  said  plaintiff,  at  his  the  said  plaintiff's  office,  as 
the  attorney  for  the  said  Richard  Ridley.  It  then  aver> 
red  performance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  non-pay- 
ment by  the  defendant  of  the  sum  of  IIL  10«.  3d.  in  man- 
ner and  at  the  time  and  place  as  before  stated,  or  of  the 
sum  of  19L  6s.  lOef.,  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  full 
costs  of  commencing  and  prosecuting  the  aforesaid  action. 
Money  counts  and  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded, ^r«^,  the  general  issue;  second' 
ly,  that  the  supposed  promise  in  the  said  first  count  was  a 
special  promise  for  the  payment  of  the  debt  of  another 
person,  to  wit,  the  said  James  Ashdown;  and  that  no  agree- 
ment in  respect  of  the  said  supposed  cause  of  action  in  the 
said  first  count  of  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  or  any 
memorandum  or  note  thereof,  wherein  the  consideration 
for  the  said  special  promise  was  stated  or  shewn,  was  in 
the  writing  or  was  signed  by  the  said  defendant,  or  by  any 
other  person  by  him  thereunto  lawfully  authorized.  The 
replication  took  issue  on  the  second  plea. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  LyndhursU  C.  B.,  at  the 
Sittings  in  Middlesex^  after  last  term,  the  plaintiff  attempt- 
ed to  support  his  case  by  the  production  of  the  following 
guarantie : 

Richard  Ridley  •     •    •     .  plaintiff, 

and 
James  Ashdown  •    .    •    •  defendant. 
Debt .  £6  11  11     We,  the  undersigned,  jointly  and  seve- 
Costs  •    4  18    4    rally  undertake  and  agree  to  pay  George 

C,  Cofe,  Gent,,  the  debt  and  full  costs 

£11  10    3    in  this  action,  provided,  on  or  before 

the  1st  day  of  «7aiiiMiry ,  1831,  a  sum 

of  1 1/.  10«.  Zd.  be  not  paid  to  him  the  said  George  C.  Cotct 
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at  his  office,  as  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff.    Dated  this  Bteh.  qfPUah 
6th  day  of  November,  1830.  ^^  ' 

(Signed)  James  Ashdoum. 

John  Dyer. 

C.  E.  LaWf  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  this  instrument,  inasmuch  as  it  had  no  agreement 
stamp  affixed  to  it;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

On  a  former  day  Montague  Chambers  had  obtained  a. 
rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  had,  on. 
the  ground  that  the  agreement,  which  was  rejected  as  evi- 
dence for  want  of  a  stamp,  did  not  require  a  stamp,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  Sched.  Part  1. 

C.  CresweU  now  shewed  cause. — It  may  be  conceded, 
that  the  nonsuit  cannot  be  supported  on  the  objection 
made  to  the  admissibility  of  the  unstamped  written  agree- 
ment; but  in  deciding  whether  a  new  trial  shall  be  grant- 
ed, the  Court  will  look  at  the  whole  of  the  pleadings,  and 
see  whether  the  plaintiff  can  by  possibility  recover  in  the 
action.  The  agreement  of  the  defendant,  as  set  out  in  the 
declaration,  and  as  attempted  to  be  made  out  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  guarantie,  does  not  specify  any  considera- 
tion for  which  the  defendant's  promise  to  answer  for  the 
debt  oi  James  Ashdown  was  made.  It  is  true,  that  the  de- 
Qlaration  alleges  the  consideration  to  have  been  the  staying 
of  proceedings  in  the  action  between  Ridley  and  Ashdoton, 
but  that  is  not  expressed  in  the  written  instrument;  in  that 
there  is  no  statement  of  any  consideration,  and  therefore, 
by  the  provisions  of  the  4th  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
as  construed  in  the  cases  of  Wain  v.  fVarUers(a),  and 
Saunders  v.  Wakefield  (6),  no  action  is  maintainable  on 
this  agreement. 

Montague  Chambers,  contra. — It  is  true,  that  in  order 
(a)  5  East,  10.  (b)  4  Barn.  &  Aid.  595. 
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^B»ft*  4^  PiM^  to  grouAcl  a  right  of  aetion  upon  a  written  agreement  to 

pay  the  deht  of  another  person,  some  eonrideratioo  must 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  ifcsdff  and  that 
parol  evidence,  to  shew  what  the  consideration  was,  is  not 
admissible.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  consideration 
should  be  stated  in  express  terms,  or  in  the  words  used  in 
the  declaration,  if,  upon  looking  at  the  whole  instrument, 
the  alleged  consideration  can  be  collected  or  implied.  To 
this'  extent  only  have  the  cases  of  Wain  v.  WarUerM  and 
Saunders  ▼•  Wakefield  carried  the  construction  of  Ae 
statute  of  frauds.  Jenkins  t.  Reynolds  (a).  That  the  Courts 
do  not  incline  strictly  to  require  that  the  instrument  should 
precisely  specify  the  consideration,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
will  go  far  to  imply  a  consideration,  is  clear  from  the  cases 
of  Ryde  t.  Curtis  {b)  and  Newberry  v.  Armstrong  (c). 

[Bayky,  B. — Here  several  considerations  might  per- 
haps be  implied]. 

In  the  cases  last  cited  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  mir* 
wke  several  consideraticms  other  than  those  alleged,  and 
upon  which  the  judgments  affirming  the  validity  of  the 
agreements  proceeded.  Looking,  however,  at  the  whole 
of  this  guarantie,  and  connecting  the  words  and  figures 
in  the  margin  with  the  body  of  the  agreement,  the  con- 
sideration stated  in  the  declaration  may  directly  and  fiur- 
ly  be  implied  as  moving  the  defendant  to  make  the  pro- 
mise, fbr  the  breach  of  which  the  action  has  been  brought. 

Lord  Lyndhvrst,  C.  B. — On  looking  at  this  instru- 
ment, various  interpretations  might  be  put  upon  its  lan- 
guage, and  several  considerations,  without  much  ingenui- 
ty, conjectured*  It  appears  to  me,  that  if,  in  such  a  writ- 
ten agreement  to  be  answerable  for  the  debt  of  another 
person,  two  distinct  considerations  may,  with  equal  pro- 
bability, be  inferred  as  the  inducement  for  that  engage- 

(a)  3  Brod.  &  Dinsr.  14.    {b)  8  Dow.  &  Ryl.  62.    (c)  6  Bing.  201. 
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ment,  the  writing  is  not  taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the  JSi^  4  PUn^ 

statute  of  frauds,  and  consequently  can  giye  no  right  of    .   ^  *  ^  • 

action*  Colb 

«• 

Dtbk. 

Batlbt,  B.-^I  do  not  know  how  to  distinguish  tins 
case  from  SatmderM  ▼•  Wiiiefield.  The  ccmsideration  in 
that  caset,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  was  similar  to  the 
present,  namely,  to  cease  to  prosecute  and  stay  all  further 
proceedings  in  an  action  alleged  to  be  depending  against 
one  W.  Pitman,  for  the  amount  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
by  him :  the  agreement  of  the  defendant  there  was,  **  Mr. 
Wakefield  will  engage  to  pay  the  bill  drawn  by  Pitmaut  in 
fiiTour  of  Stephen  Saundere^^  There  was  nothing  there 
to  shew  that  forbearance  to  proceed  in  the  action  was  the 
consideration  upon  which  Wakefield  made  that  promise, 
nor  would  the  C!ourt  make  apy  such  implication.  What 
is  there,  then,  in  this  guarantie  substantially  different,  or 
from  which  we  can  plainly  and  directly  know  or  imply  that 
the  dropping  of  the  action  between  Ridley  and  Aehdawn 
was  the  coMidantioB  upon  which  it  was  giren?  It  ap- 
pears to  me  that  there  is  no  language  which  can  lead  ne« 
cessarily  to  this  inference,  and  if  any  other  agreement  can 
be  supposed  to  have  existed,  the  consideration  stated  in  the 
declaration  cannot  necessarily  be  implied.  It  may  be  that 
some  other  agreement  existed  with  Aehdoum,  by  which  the 
plaintiff  was  to  wait  for  payment  by  him  till  the  1st  Jan* 
nary;  and  afterwards,  in  consequence  of  some  benefit  con- 
ferred by  Aehdawn  upon  the  defendant,  he  may  have  un- 
dertaken to  pay  the  plaintiff  if  Ashdawn  did  not  The 
actual  consideration  is  not  sufficiently  expressed  to  take 
the  agreement  out  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

Garrow,  B.,  and  Bolland,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


466  .  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 


Sxeh.  cfFkat, 
1831. 


HocKiN  V.  Reid. 


Cottiof  the  day  ON  a  former  day,  Erie  had  obtained  a  rule  msi  for  judg- 
ing to  trial  may  ment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  and  now  moved  for  coats  of 
ter"7uielL*^"  *^®  ^*y  ^^^  ^^^  proceeding  to  trial  pursuant  to  notice, 
judgment  as  in       The  Master  certified  that  the  motion  for  the  costs  of  the 

case  of  a  non-> 

suit  has  been      day  should  be  made  before  that  for  judgment  as  in  case 
onapenmp^  ^^  ^  nonsuit(a);  and  that  a  separate  motion  should  be 

undertaking.        mvA^  for  each. 


Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — We  shall  be  in  a  condition  to 
consider  whether  this  rule  should  be  granted,  when  the 
rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  is  disposed  of. 

Baylby,  B. — If  the  first  rule  is  made  absolute,  the  de- 
fendant, haying  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  will  be 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  cause  including  the  costs  of  the 
day;  if  it  is  discharged  with  costs,  the  defendant  ought  not 
to  have  the  costs  of  the  day,  and,  if  he  haye  obtained  a  rule 
for  that  purpose,  ought  to  pay  the  costis  of  that  rule.  In 
fact,  however,  the  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  non- 
suit is,  in  general,  only  the  means  of  obtaining  a  peremp^ 
tory  undertaking,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  that  rule 
should  not  be  disposed  of  before  the  other  rule  is  granted. 

w 

The  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  was  sub- 
sequently discharged  upon  a  peremptory  undertaking,  and 
the  rule  for  costs  of  the  day  was  then 

Granted. 

Coleridge  was  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  See  Dax's  Pract.  76;  Price's  Arch.  Pr.  K.  B.  217;  Tidd,  759; 

Pract.  308;  Morgan  v.  Bidgood,  I  but  see  Lewis  v.  Thomas,  4  B.  &  C. 

Price,  61;  Fisher  Y.Hodgkinson,  2  260;  6  D.  &  R.  217* 
Price,  90;  Hull,  on  Costs,  404; 


EASTER  TERM,  1  WILL.  IV.  467 

Exch.  of  PUoM, 
1831. 

Wakeling  V.  Watson. 

Jlu£  subpcsna  adf  respondendumf  a  copy  of  which  was  ThetetteoiB 
served  upon  the  defendant  in  tbb  case,  was  tested  in  the  writ,  if  irregular 

*^  'in  naming  a  late 

name  of  the  late  Lord  Chief  Baron,  Sir  fV.  Alexander,  Chief  Baron  in- 

Knt.    A  rule  having  been  obtained  to  set  aside  the  ser-  isting  chief 

vice  for  irregularity,  the  Court  suggested,  when  cause  was  f^n'dcd*!^^ 

about  to  be  shewn,  that  this  rule  should  be  postponed,  ftfteramleto 

and  that  the  plaintiff  should  take  a  rule  to  amend  the  writ  on  that  ground; 

It  was  accordingly  amended,  and  the  amendment  being  ISitnlSnen^be- 

shewn  for  cause,  the  first  rule  was  ^"f  "■^•f  ^f, 

rule  will  be  dn- 


chaiged. 


Discharged,  without  costs  (a)- 

(a)  A  similar  rale  was  obtained  that  the  writ  might  be  amended, 
by  Busby  in  Williantt  y.  Hall,  but  See  Morris  t.  Herbert,  I  Price, 
withdrawn  npon   an  intimadon     245,  contra. 


MEMORANDA. 

The  special  paper  will  be  taken  on  the  Wednesdays  in 
each  Term. 

Bail  must  be  in  attendance  at  the  sitting  of  the  Court, 
at  ten  o'clock.  On  the  first  and  last  days  of  term,  bail  may 
justify  during  the  sitting  of  the  Court. 


END  OF  BASTER  TERM. 


VOL.  f .  K  K 


REPORTS  OF  CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DETBRBfllCED 


IN 


l%e  €onxtii  of  ^x^t^mv 


AND 


lExt^tp^utv  €isiw^tt. 


IN 
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MEMORANDUM. 

1831.  1.N  future  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  give  a  rule  to  bring 
in  demurrer  books,  but  the  motion  for  a  concilium  may  be 
made  without  it.  And  it  will  be  sufficient  to  deliver  the 
books  to  the  Barons  two  days  before  the  day  of  argument 


REGULiE  GENERALES. 

OF  THE 

Sxcj^tQuet  of  Peas. 

Suhp^  and     IYhEREAS,  since  the  statute  of  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71, 

instances  haye  occurred  in  which,  upon  proceedings  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer f  by  way  of  subpcena  and  attachment. 


attachment. 
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defendants  haye  been  arrested  upon  writs  of  attachment,         1831. 
notwithstanding  the  same  have  not  issued  for  a  bailable  ^  ^ 

cause  of  action,  and  it  is  desirable  that  such  practice  should    Oenbrales. 
be  discontinued :   It  is  therefore  ordered,  tliat,  from 
henceforth,  no  arrest  shall  be  made  upon  any  such  writ  of 
attachment,  unless  the  same  shall  be  for  a  bailable  cause 
of  action,  and  shall  be  duly  marked  and  indorsed  for  bail. 

Lyndhurst. 
J.  Bayley. 
W.  Garrow. 
J.  Vaughan. 
31st  May,  1831.  W.  Bolland. 


OF  the 

leUng's  iDmciy  Cimimon  Igkm^  ^  Sxdbtquet  of  Peas. 


Practice. 

1.  It  IS  ORDERED,  That  a  defendant  may  justify  When  bail  may 
bail  at  the  same  time  at  which  they  are  put  in,  upon  giving  ^^^^  ^' 
four  days'  notice  for  that  purpose,  before  eleven  o'clock  in 
the  morning,  and  exclusive  of  Sunday.    That,  if  the  plain-  Time  to  inquire 
tiff  is  desirous  of  time  to  inquire  after  the  bail,  and  shall  ^  ^^^' 
give  one  day's  notice  thereof  as  aforesaid  to  the  defendant, 
his  attorney  or  agent,  as  the  case  may  be,  before  the  time 
appointed  for  justification,  stating  therein  what  further 
time  is  required,  such  time  not  to  exceed  three  days  in  the 
case  of  town  bail,  and  six  days  iti  the  case  of  country  bail, 
then  (unless  the  Court  or  a  Judge  shall  otherwise  order) 

K  k2 
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Reooljk 

Genbralei.    meantime. 


the  time  for  putting  in  and  justifying  bail  shall  be  postpon- 
ed accordingly,  and  all  proceedings  shall  be  stayed  in  the 


Nodceofbtil, 
form  of. 


2.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  That  every  notice  of  bail 
shall,  in  addition  to  the  descriptions  of  the  bail,  mention 
the  street  or  place,  and  number  (if  any)  where  each  of  the 
bail  resides,  and  all  the  streets  or  places,  and  numbers  (if 
any)  in  which  each  of  them  has  been  resident  at  any  time 

within  the  last  six  months,  and  whether  he  is  a  house- 

» 

keeper  or  freeholder. 


Cocu  of  oppoti-  3.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  That,  if  the  notice  of  bail 
cationof  tail  in  shall  be  accompanied  by  an  afBdavit  of  each  of  the  baU,  ac- 
particuitr  cases,  goading  to  the  form  hereto  subjoined,  and  if  the  plaintiff 

afterwards  except  to  such  bail,  he  shall,  if  such  bail  are 
allowed,  pay  the  costs  of  justification,  and,  if  such  bail  are 
rejected,  the  defendants  shall  pay  the  costs  of  opposition, 
unless  the  Court  or  a  Judge  thereof  shall  otherwise  order. 


If  notice  of  ex- 
ception not 
gi^en,  Justifica- 
tion perfect 


4.  And  it  is  further  ordered.  That,  if  the  plaintiff  shall 
not  give  one  day*s  notice  of  exception  to  the  bail  by  whom 
such  affidavit  shall  have  been  made,  the  recognizance  of 
such  bail  may  be  taken  out  of  Court  without  other  justifi- 
cation than  such  affidavit. 


Changing  bail. 


Particulars  of 
demand  to  be 
delivered  with 
declaration  in 
certain  eases. 


5.  And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  the  bail  of  whom  no- 
tice shall  be  given,  shall  not  be  changed  without  leave  of 
the  Court  or  a  Judge. 

6*  And  it  is  further  ordered.  That,  with  every  declara- 
tion, if  delivered,  or  with  the  notice  of  declaration,  if  filed, 
containing  counts  in  indebiiaius  assumpsit,  or  debt  on 
simple  contract,  the  plaintiff  shall  deliver  full  particulars 
of  his  demand  under  those  counts,  where  such  particulars 
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can  be  comprised  within  three  folios;  and,  where  the  same         1831. 
cannot  be  comprised  within  three  folios,  he  shall  deliver  ^^^^ 

such  a  statement  of  the  nature  of  his  claim,  and  the  amount     Obnbralbs. 
of  the  sum  or  balance  which  he  claims  to  be  due,  as  may 
be  comprised  within  that  number  of  folios.     And,  to  se-  or  no  costs  on 
cure  the  delivery  of  particulars  in  all  such  cases,  it  is  fur-  """"^"*- 
ther  ordered,  That,  if  any  declaration  or  notice  shall  be 
delivered  without  such  particulars,  or  such  statement  as 
aforesaid,  and  a  Judge  shall  afterwards  order  a  delivery  of 
particulars,  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  allowed  any  costs  in 
respect  of  any  summons  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such 
order,  or  of  the  particulars  he  may  afterwards  deliver. 
And  that  a  copy  of  the  particulars  of  the  demand,  and  al-  Copyofparticu- 
so  particulars  (if  any)  of  the  defendant's  setoff,  shall  be  and  set-off  to  be 
annexed  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  every  record,  at  the  "^j*"*  ^^' 
time  it  is  entered  with  the  Judge's  Marshal. 

7.  And  it  is  further  ordered.  That,  upon  every  declara-  Time  for  plead- 
tion  delivered  or  filed  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  any  *°*' 

term,  the  defendant,  whether  in  or  out  of  any  piison,  shall 
be  compellable  to  plead  as  of  such  term,  without  being  en- 
titled to  any  imparlance. 

8.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  That  no  judgment  of  ito»-  No  non-fn-ot. 
pros,  shall  be  signed  for  want  of  a  declaration,  replication,  ^^  °"  ^  "" 
or  other  subsequent  pleading,  until  four  days  next  after  a 

demand  thereof  shall  have  been  made,  in  writing,  upon  the 
plaintiff,  his  attorney  or  agent,  as  the  case  may  be. 

9.  And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  hereafter  it  shall  not  Summonses. 
be  necessary  to  issue  more  than  two  summonses  for  attend- 
ance before  a  Judge,  upon  the  same  matter;  and  the  party 

taking  out  such  summonses  shall  be  entitled  to  an  order  on 
the  return  of  the  second  summons,  unless  cause  is  shewn 
to  the  contrary. 
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1831.  10.  And  it  18  further  ordered,  That  no  dedaration  de 

reouljb       ^^^  ^^'^  ^^^^^  ^  deUvered  until  the  expiration  of  six  days 

Genkbalbs.    from  the  service  of  the  process,^  in  the  case  of  process 

d^lZidluHe  ^^^^^  »«  not  bailable,  or  until  the  expiration  of  six  days 

eue,  from  the  time  of  the  arrest,  in  case  of  bailable  process ; 

and  such  six  days  shall  be  reckoned  inclusive  of  the  day 
of  such  service  or  arrest. 


Ejectment,  de- 
claration in, 
wtien  served. 


II.  And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  declarations  in 
ejectment  may  be  served  before  the  first  day  of  any  term, 
and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  shall  be  entitled  to  judgment 
against  the  casual  ejector,  in  like  manner  as  upon  declara- 
tions served  before  the  esaoign,  or  first  general  return- 
day. 


Notice  t  J  tax 
costs. 


12.  And  it  is  further  ordered.  That,  before  taxation  of 
costs,  one  day's  notice  shall  be  given  to  the  opposite  party. 


Pleading  several 
matters. 


Rules  on  sum- 
mons. 


In  what  cases 
no  rule  neces- 
sary. 


13.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  That  no  rule  to  shew 
cause,  or  motion,  shall  be  required,  in  order  to  obtain 
a  rule  to  plead  several  matters,  or  to  make  several  avow- 
ries or  cognizances;  but  that  such  rules  shall  be  drawn  up 
upon  a  Judge's  order,  to  be  made  upon  a  summons,  ac- 
companied by  a  short  abstract  or  statement  of  the  intend- 
ed pleas  I  avowries,  or  cognizances.  Provided,  That  no 
summons  or  order  shall  be  necessary  in  the  following 
cases,  that  is  to  say,  where  the  plea  of  nan  assumpsU,  or 
nil  debet 9  or  non  deiinet^  with  or  without  a  plea  of  tender 
as  to  part,  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  set-off, 
bankruptcy  of  the  defendant,  discharge  under  an  insolvent 
act,  plene  administraviit  plene  adminisiravii  prmter^  in- 
fancy, and  coverture,  or  any  two  or  more  of  such  pleas, 
shall  be  pleaded  together ;  but,  in  all  such  cases,  a  rule 
shall  be  drawn  up  by  the  proper  officer,  upon  the  produc- 
tion of  the  engrossment  of  the  pleas,  or  a  draft  or  copy 
thereof 
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14.  And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  these  rules  shall        1831. 
take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  next  Michaelmas  Term,  ex-      "     " 
cept  the  rule  as  to  the  service  of  declarations  in  ejectment,    OcNEftALE& 
which  shall  take  effect  from  the  25th  day  of  October  STSsT^*"* 
next 

Tenterden,  J.  Vaughan, 

N.  C.  TiNBAL,  J.  Parke, 

Lyndhurst,  W.  Bolland, 

J.  Bayley,  J.  B.  Bosanquet, 

J.  A*  Park,  W.  E.  Taunton, 

J.  LlTTLEDALE,  E.  H.  AlDERSON, 

S.  Gaselee,  J.  Patteson. 


FORM  OF  AFFIDAVIT  [OF  BAIL]. 


In  the  ( Exchequer  of  Pleas). 

between,  &c. 

A.  B.,  one  of  the  bail  for  the  above-named  defendant,  Affidayit  of  jus- 
maketh  oath  and  saith,  that  he  is  a  housekeeper  [or  free-  ^^^^i^'^^i 
holder,  as  the  case  may  be]  residing  at  [describing  parti-'  3*  ^* 
cularly  the  street  or  place,  and  number,  if  any] ;  that  he 
is  possessed  of  property  to  the  amount  of  £  [the 

amount  required  by  the  practice  of  the  Courts]  over  and 
above  all  his  just  debts;  [if  bail  in  any  other  action,  add 
"  and  every  other  sum  for  which  he  is  now  bail ;"]  that  he 
is  not  bail  for  any  defendant  except  in  this  action  [or  if 
bail  in  any  other  action  or  actions  add  "  except  for  C  X)., 
at  the  suit  of  E»  F»,  in  the  Court  of  ,  in  the 

sum  of  £  ;  for  G.  H.,  at  the  suit  of/.  K»,  in  the 

Court  of  ,  in  the  sum  of  £  •/*  sped- 

fying  the  several  actions,  with  tlie  Courts  in  which  ihey  are 
brought,  and  the  sums  in  which  the  depoftent  is  baif] ;  that 
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the  deponent's  propertyi  to  the  amount  of  the  sud  sum  of 
£  ,  [and  \fbail  in  any  other  action  or  actions  **  of 

all  other  sums  for  which  he  is  now  bail  as  aforesaid,*^  con- 
sists of  [here  specify  the  nature  and  vtdue  of  the  property 
in  respect  of  which  the  b(Ul  proposes  to  justify f  as  fol- 
lows:— ^stock  in  trade,  in  his  business  of  carried 
on  by  him  at  ,  of  the  value  of  £  ;  of  good 
book  debts  owing  to  him  to  the  amount  of  £  ;  of 
furniture  in  his  house  at  ,  of  the  value  of 
£  ;  of  a  freehold  or  leasehold  farm,  of  the  value 
of  £  ,  situate  at  ,  occupied  by  , 
or  of  a  dwelling-house  of  the  value  of  £  »  situate 
at  ,  occupied  by  9  or  of  other 
property,  particularizing  each  description  of  property ^ 
with  the  value  thereof] ;  and  that  the  deponent  hath  for  the 
last  six  months  resided  at  [describing  the 
place  or  places  of  such  residence. 1 

Sworn,  &c. 


PLEADING. 

vT  HERE  AS  declarations  in  actions  upon  bills  of  ex- 
change, promissory  notes,  and  the  counts  usually  called 
the  common  counts,  occasion  unnecessary  expense  to  par- 
ties, by  reason  of  their  length,  and  the  same  may  be  dravm 
in  a  more  concise  form:  Now,  for  the  prevention  of  such 
expense.  It  is  ordered.  That,  if  any  declaration  in  assump^ 
sit,  hereafter  filed  or  delivered^  and  to  which  the  plainHff 
shaU  not  be  entitled  to  a  plea  as  of  this  term,  being  for  any 
of  the  demands  mentioned  in  the  schedule  of  forms  and  di- 
rections annexed  to  this  order,  or  demands  of  a  like  na- 
ture, shall  exceed  in  length  such  of  the  said  forms  set  forth 
or  directed  in  the  said  schedule,  as  may  be  applicable  to 
the  case;  or,  if  any  declaration  in  debt  to  be  so  filed  or 
delivered  for  similar  causes  of  action,  and  for  which  the 
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action  of  assumpsit  would  lie,  shall  exceed  such  length,  no 
costs  of  the  excess  shall  be  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  if  he 
succeeds  in  the  cause;  and  such  costs  of  the  excess  as  have 
been  incurred  by  the  defendant  shall  be  taxed  and  allow- 
ed to  the  defendant,  and  be  deducted  from  the  costs  al- 
lowed to  the  plaintiff.  And  it  is  further  ordered. 
That,  on  the  taxation  of  costs  as  between  attorney  and 
client,  no  costs  shall  be  allowed  to  the  attorney  in  respect 
of  any  such  excess  of  length ;  and  in  case  any  costs  shall  be 
payable  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  on  account  of 
such  excess,  the  amount  thereof  shall  be  deducted  from 
the  amount  of  the  attorney's  bill. 


Tenterden, 

N.  C.  TlNDAL, 

Lyndhurst, 
J.  Bayley, 
J.  A.  Park, 
J.  Littlbdale, 
S.  Gaselbe, 


J.  Vaughan, 
J.  Parke, 

W.  BOLLAND, 

J.  B.  BOSANQUET, 

W.  E.  Taunton, 
E.  H.  Alderson, 
J.  Patteson. 


1831. 
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Forms. 


SCHEDULE  OF  FORMS  AND  DIRECTIONS. 


Count  on  a  Promissory  Note  against  the  Maker,  by  Payee 

or  Indorsee,  as  tike  case  may  be. 

For  that  whereas  the  defendant,  on  the  day  of 

,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  ,  at  London  [or,  in 

the  county  of  ],  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing, 

and  delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  pro- 
mised to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  £  ,  days  [weeks  or 
months']  after  the  date  thereof,  [or  as  the  fact  may  6^], 
which  period  has  now  elapsed,  [or,  if  the  note  be  payable 
to  A.  J3.],  and  then  and  there  delivered  the  same  to  A*  B», 
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and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  said  A^  B»,  or  order, 
^  9  clays  {weeks  or  monihs]  after  the  date  thereof, 
[or  as  the  fact  may  6^],  which  period  has  now  elapsed;  and 
the  said  A.  B.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff*,  whereof  the  defendant  then  and  there  had  notice, 
and  then  and  there,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  pro- 
mised to  pay  the  amount  of  the  said  note  to  the  plaintiflT, 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof. 

Count  on  a  Promissory  Note  against  Payee  by  Indorsee. 

Whereas  one  C.  D.,  on  the  day  of  ,  in  the 

year  of  our  Lord  ,  at  London  [or^  in  the  county  of 

],  made  hb  promissory  note  in  Writing,  and  thereby 
promised  to  pay  the  defendant,  or  order,  £  ,  days 
[weeks  or  months]  after  the  date  thereof,  [or  as  the  fact 
may  be"],  which  period  has  now  elapsed ;  and  the  defend- 
ant then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff^,  [or, 
and  the  defendant  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  X. 
y.,  and  the  said  X.  Y.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff^  and  the  said  C.  JD.  did  not  pay  the  amount 
thereof,  although  the  same  was  there  presented  to  him  on 
the  day  when  it  became  due;  of  all  which  the  defendant 
then  and  there  had  due  notice. 

Count  on  a  Promissory  Note  against  Indorser  by  Indorsee. 

Whereas  one  C.  Z).,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in  the 

county  of  ],  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and 
thereby  promised  to  pay  X.  F.,  or  order,  £  ,  days 
[weeks  or  months']^  after  the  date  thereof,  [or  as  the  fact 
may  6e],  which  period  has  now  elapsed,  and  then  and 
there  deUvered  the  said  note  to  the  said  X.  F.,  and  the 
said  X.  y.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  defendant  then  and  there  indorsed  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff*,  [or^  and  the  defendant  then  and  there 
indorsed  the  same  to  Q.  jR.,  and  the  said  Q.  R.  then  and 
there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff],  and  the  said  C 
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D.  did  not  pay  the  amount  thereof,  although  the  same  was 
there  presented  to  him  on  the  day  when  it  hecame  due; 
of  all  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  had  due 
notice. 

Count  on  an  Inland  Bill  of  Exchange  against  the  Accept- 
or by  the  Drawer y  being  also  Payee. 

Whereas  the  plaintiff,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in  the 

county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing, 

and  directed  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  re* 
quired  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  £  , 
days  [weeks  or  months']  after  the  date  [or,  sight"] 
thereof,*  which  period  has  now  elapsed,  and  the  defend- 
ant then  and  there  accepted  the  said  bill,  and  promised 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  same  according  to  the  tenor  and 
effect  thereof,  and  of  his  said  acceptance  thereof,  but  did 
not  pay  the  same  when  due. 

Count  on  an  Inland  Bill  of  Exchange  against  the  Accept- 
or by  the  Drawer,  not  being  the  Payee. 

Whereas  the  plaintiff,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in  the 

county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing, 

and  directed  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  re- 
quired the  defendant  to  pay  to  O.  P.,  or  order,  £  , 
days  [weeks  or  months]  after  the  date  [or  sight]  there- 
of, which  period  has  now  elapsed,  and  then  and  there  de- 
livered the  same  to  the  said  O.  P.;  and  the  said  defendant 
then  and  there  accepted  the  same,  and  promised  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  the  same  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect 
thereof,  and  of  his  acceptance  thereof;  yet  he  did  not  pay 
the  amount  thereof,  although  the  said  bill  was  there  pre- 
sented to  him  on  the  day  when  it  became  due;  and  there- 
upon the  same  was  then  and  there  returned  to  the  plain- 
tiff: of  all  of  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  had 
notice. 
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Count  on  an  Inland  Bill  of  Exchange  against  the  Accept* 

or  by  Indorsee. 

Whereas  one  E.  F.^  on  ,  at  London  [pr^  in  the 

county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and 

directed  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  required 
the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  said  E.  F.  [or,  to  H.  GJ\  or 
order,  £  ,  days  [weeks  or  months']  after  sight  [or 
date"]  thereof,  which  period  is  now  elapsed,  and  the  de- 
fendant then  and  there  accepted  the  said  bill,  and  the  said 
E.  F.  [or,  the  said  H*  O."]  then  and  there  indorsed  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff,  [or,  and  the  said  E.  F.,  or,  the  said 
H.  G,  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  K. «/.,  and  the 
said  K.  J.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiff] ;  of  all  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  had  due 
notice,  and  then  and  there  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
the  amount  thereof,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect 
thereof,  and  of  his  acceptance  thereof. 

Count  on  an  Inland  Bill  of  Exchange  against  the  Accept- 

or  by  the  Payee. 

Whereas  one  E.  P.,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in  the 

county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and 

directed  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  required 
the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  £  ,  days  [weeks 
or  montlis]  after  the  sight  [or,  date]  thereof,  which  period 
has  now  elapsed,  and  the  defendant  then  and  there  ac- 
cepted  the  same,  and  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the 
same  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof,  and  of  his 
acceptance  thereof. 

Count  on  an  Inland  Bill  of  Exchange,  against  the  Drawer 

by  Payee,  on  Non-acceptance, 

Whereas  the  defendant,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in 

the  county  of  ],  made  his  biU  of  exchange  in  writing, 
and  directed  the  same  to  J.  K.,  and  thereby  required  the 
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said  J.  K.  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff^  £  ,  days  [weeks 
or  months]  after  the  sight  [or,  date]  thereof^  and  then  and 
there  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  plaintiff;  and  the  same 
was  then  and  there  presented  to  the  said  J.  K.  for  accept- 
ance,  and  the  said  J.  K.  then  and  there  refused  to  accept 
the  same;  of  all  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  had 
due  notice. 

Count  on  an  Inland  BUI  of  Exchange^  against  Drawer  by 

Indorsee,  on  Non-acceptance. 

Whereas  the  defendant,  on  ,  at  London,  [or,  in 

the  county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing, 

and  directed  the  same  to  J.  K.,  and  thereby  required  the 
said  J.  K.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  said  defendant,  £  , 
days,  [weeks  or  months]  after  the  sight  [or,  date] 
thereof,  and  the  said  defendant  then  and  there  indorsed 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff  [or,  and  the  said  defendant  then 
and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  L.  M.,  and  the  said  L,  M* 
then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  ],  and  the 
same  was  then  and  there  presented  to  the  said  J.  K.  for 
acceptance,  and  the  said  J.  K.  then  and  there  reftised  to 
accept  the  same;  of  all  which  the  defendant  then  and  there 
had  due  notice. 

Count  on  an  Inland  Bill  of  Exchange,  against  Indorser  by 

Indorsee,  on  Non-acceptance. 

And  whereas  one  N.  O.,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in 

the  county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing, 

and  directed  the  same  to  P.  Q.,  and  thereby  required  the 
said  P.  Q.  to  pay  to  his  order  £        ,  days  [weeks  or 

months]  after  the  date  [or,  sight]  thereof,  and  the  said  N. 
O.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  said  bill  to  the  defendant 
[or,  to  R.  S.,  and  the  said  R.  S.  then  and  there  indorsed 
the  same  to  the  defendant],  and  the  defendant  then  and 
there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  same  was 
then  and  there  presented  to  the  said  P.  Q.  for  acceptance. 
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and  the  said  P.  Q.  then  and  there  refused  to  accept  the 
same;  of  all  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  had  dae 
notice. 

Count  on  an  Inland  Bill  of  Exchange,  against  Payee  by 

Indorsee,  on  Non-acceptance, 

Whereas  one  N,  O.,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in  the  coun- 
ty of  ]i  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and  direct- 
ed the  same  to  P.  Q.,  and  thereby  required  the  said  P.  Q. 
to  pay  to  the  defendant  or  order  £  ,  days  [weeks 
or  ninths']  after  the  sight  [or,  date"]  thereof,  and  then  and 
there  delivered  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  the  de- 
fendant then  and  there  indorsed  the  said  bill  to  the  plain- 
tiff  [or,  to  R.  S,,  and  the  said  R.  S.  then  and  there  indorse 
ed  the  same  to  the  plaintigr\,  and  the  same  was  then  and 
there  presented  to  the  said  P.  Q.  for  acceptance,  and  the 
said  P.  Q.  then  and  there  refused  to  accept  the  same;  of 
all  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  had  due  notice. 

Directions  for  Declarations  on  Bills  where  Action  brought 

after  Time  of  Payment  expired. 

1st.  On  Bills  payable  after  Date. — If  the  declaration 
be  against  any  party  to  the  bill  except  the  drawee  or  ac-^ 
ceptor,  and  the  bill  be  payable  at  any  time  after  date, 
and  the  action  not  brought  till  the  time  is  expired,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  insert,  as  in  declarations  on  promis- 
sory notes,  immediately  after  the  words  denoting  the 
time  appointed  for  payment,  the  following  words,  vis.  wkieh 
period  has  now  elapsed;  and,  instead  of  averring  that  the 
bill  was  presented  to  the  drawee  for  acceptance,  and  that 
he  refused  to  accept  the  same,  to  allege  that  the  drawee 
[naming  him]  did  not  pay  the  said  bill,  although  the  same 
was  there  presented  to  him  on  the  day  when  it  became  due. 

Snd.  On  Bills  payable  after  Sight. — And  if  the  de- 
claration be  against  any  party  except  the  drawee  or  ac- 
ceptor, and  the  bill  be  payable  at  any  time  after  sight, 
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it  will  be  necessary  to  insert,  after  the  words  denoting  the 
time  appointed  for  payment,  the  following  words,  viz.  and 
the  said  drawee  [naming  him]  then  and  there  saw  and  ac- 
cepted  the  same^  and  the  said  period  has  now  elapsed;  and, 
instead  of  alleging  that  the  bill  was  presented  for  accept- 
ance and  refused,  to  allege  that  the  drawee  [naming  him] 
did  noi  pay  the  said  bill,  although  the  same  was  presented 
to  him  on  the  day  when  it  became  due. 

Directions  for  Declarations  on  Bills  or  Notes  payable  at 

Sight. 

If  a  note  or  bill  be  payable  at  sights  the  form  of  the  de- 
claration must  be  varied  so  as  to  suit  the  case,  which  may 
be  easily  done. 

On  Foreign  BiUs. 

Declarations  on  foreign  bills  may  be  drawn  according 
to  the  principle  of  these  forms  with  the  necessary  va- 
riations. 
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COMMOK  OOUHTS. 


Whereas  the  defendant,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in  Goods. 

the  county  of  ],  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in 

£  ,  for  the  price  and  value  of  goods  then  and  there 

bargained  and  sold,  [or,  sold  and  delivered]  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant,  at  his  request: 

And  in  £  for  the  price  and  value  of  work  then  work. 

and  there  done,  and  materials  for  the  same  provided  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  at  his  request: 

And  in  £  for  money  then  and  there  lent  by  the  Money  lent. 

plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request: 
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1831.  And  in  £  ,  for  money  then  and  there  paid  by  the 

'  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  the  defendant,  at  his  request: 

Money  paid. 

Money  reoeiT-        And  in  £  ,  for  money  then  and  there  receiyed  by 

the  defendant  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff: 

Account  stated.       And  in  £  ,  for  money  found  to  be  due  from  the 

defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  on  an  account  then  and  there 
stated  between  them. 

General  Conclusion. 

And  whereas  the  defendant  afterwards,  on  &c.,  in  con« 
sideration  of  the  premises  respectively,  then  and  there 
promised  to  pay  the  said  several  monies  respectively  to 
the  plaintiff,  on  request;  Yet  he  hath  disregarded  his  pro- 
mises and  hath  not  paid  any  of  the  sud  monies,  or 
any  part  thereof.  To  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  £  , 

and  thereupon  he  brings  suit,  &c. 

Directions  as  to  the  General  Conclusion. 

If  the  declaration  contains  one  or  more  counts  against 
the  maker  of  a  note,  or  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  it 
will  be  proper  to  place  them  first  in  the  declaration,  and 
then  in  the  general  conclusion  to  say,  promised  to  pay  the 
said  last-mentioned  several  monies  respectively. 
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1831. 

Do£  d.  Brent  v.  Roe. 

w  OHN  JERVIS  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  Where  the  first 
ejector.  The  declaration  was  served  May  19th.  By  the  faiu  on  a  Jan-°* 
statute  1  Wm.  4,  c.  70,  Trinity  Term  is  to  commence  on  ^^'^*  *,^,^^ 
the  SSnd  May^  which  was  Sunday.  ed  from  that  day. 

Where  a  de- 
daration  in 

Bayley,  B.— Sunday,  thc28nd  of  May,  Is  the  first  day  ^^JJ^^^^JJ 
of  term,  and,  although  the  Court  does  not  sit  upon  that  esaoign  day  by 
day,  the  essoign  is  regulated  by  that  day.  The  19th  May  Court  directed 
would  therefore  be  the  essoign,  and  consequently  the  ser-  judgment  to  be 
vice  is  too  late.  "^^^^  «."  *• 

tenants  in  pos* 
session,  and 

Jokn  Jervis  then  contended,  that,  in  the  Exchequer^  it  foi?j,l^gnient"  * 
was  not  necessary  that  the  declaration  should  be  served  «g»insttheca8u- 

^  ^  ^  al  qector  abso- 

before  the  essoign  day,  because  the  proceedings  were  lute,  unkss 
commenced  by  bill.    He  submitted,  that,  where  the  pro-  shewn  in  five 
ceedings  were  by  original,  the  judgment  had  reference  to  ^^^^*'  ^^^^ 
the  essoign  day  (a);  whereas,  where  the  proceedings  were 
by  bill,  the  judgment  referred  to  the  first  day  in  full 
term  (6).    This  he  urged  as  a  reason  why  the  like  prac- 
tice should  not  prevail  in  both  cases;  but — 

The  Court  said,  that  the  practice  had  been  uniform  in 
all  the  Courts;  and  that,  whether  the  proceedings  were  by 
original  or  by  bill,  the  declaration  must  be  served  before 
the  essoign  day. 

Rule  refused  (c). 


On  a  subsequent  day  he  renewed  his  application,  on  an 
affidavit  that  the  plaintifTs  attorney  believed  the  20th  to 

(a)  Tumtr  ▼.  Dwitij  2  Saund.         ^6)  Lee's  Pract.  Diet.  862. 
148;  Solomons  v.  Miuen,  2  T.  R.         (c)  See  Barnes,  172;  14  East, 
676.  441. 

VOL.  I.  ^^ 
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Ejteh.  of  PieoM,  be  the  essoign  day.     And  tbe  Court  directed  the  rule  for 

I  QQ| 

judgment  to  be  served  on  the  tenants  in  possession  who 
had  not  been  served  with  the  declaration  before  the  es- 
soign day,  and  granted  the  rule, 

unless  cause  was  shewn  in  five  days  after  ser* 
▼ice  of  the  rule  for  judgment  on  the  tenant 
or  tenants  in  possession,  or  one  of  several 
joint  tenants. 


C.  Creswell  afterwards  made  a  similar  application  under 
the  same  circumstances,  and,  having  stated  that  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  had  adopted  the  same  course  as  this 
Court,  took  the — 

Same  rule  (a). 

(a)  Set  R.  T.  T.  1831,  mUe^  p.  472,  pL  U. 


Wood  and  Another  f .  Clarke. 

Materials  de-  xCePLEVIN  for  a  Stocking  frame,  being  in  the  dwelling- 
nufBctur»^t™a*  bousc  of  William  Dqffbm,  in  the  borough  of  Leicester. 
weaver,  to  be  by  Avowry,  that  the  defendant  took  the  said  stocking  frame 

htm  tnanurac-  •'  ^  ° 

tured  at  his  own  as  a  distress  for  rent  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  in  arrear 
TnegedfVomdis-  from  the  said  W.  D.  Plea  in  bar,  that  the  plaintiffi,  be- 
tress  for  rent      f^^^  ^^^j  ^^  ^j^^  ^^  ^jo^^  when  &c.,  wcrc  manufacturers  of 

hosiery,  and  the  trade  and  business  of  manufacturers  of 

hosiery  carried  on  within  the  borough  of  Leicester;  that 

the  said  W.  Z).,  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  was 

manti&cturer  to  ^  stockiniF  weavcr,  and  the  business  and  calling  of  a  stock- 

the  weaver,  to-  "  /.-i.i  -iii*! 

gether  with  the  ing  weaver  then  carried  on,  of  which  premises  the  defend- 

materialsyforthe 

purpose  of  being 

used  in  the  weaver's  house  in  the  mann&cture  of  such  materials,  is  not  privileged,  nnlesi  there  be 

other  goods  upon  the  premises  sufilcient  to  satiafy  the  rent  due. 


due  from  the 
weaver  to  his 
landlord ;  but  a 
frame  or  other 
machinery,  de- 
livered by  the 
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ant  had  notice;  that  the  plaintiffs,  shortly  before  the  said  Bxch.  of  pieat, 
time  when  &c.,  did,  in  the  way  of  their  said  trade  and 
business,  employ  the  said  W.  2>.  in  the  way  of  his  said 
business  and  calling,  as  their  workman,  for  certain  wages  in 
that  behalf,  to  weave  and  manufacture  into  stockings  at  his 
dwelling-house^  being  the  said  dwelling-house  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  certain  worsted  yam  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  for  that  purpose  they  the  said  plaintiffs,  before  the 
said  time  when  &c.,  had  delivered  to  the  said  W.  Z).  the  said 
worsted  yam  of  the  said  plaintiffs,  together  with  the  said 
stocking  frame,  in  order  that  the  said  W.  2>.  might,  in  his 
said  dwelling-house,  use  and  work  the  said  last-mentioned 
stocking  frame  for  the  purpose  of  therewith  and  thereby 
weaving  and  manufacturing  the  said  worsted  yarn  into 
stockings  as  aforesaid  for  the  said  plaintiffs,  to  be  after- 
wards sold  and  disposed  of  by  them  in  the  way  of  their 
said  trade  and  business,  and  that  the  said  W.  2>.  might, 
when  and  as  soon  as  the  said  worsted  yarn  should  be  so 
woven  and  manufactured  by  means  of  the  said  stocking 
frame^  retum  to  the  said  plaintiffs  such  stockings,  together 
with  the  said  stocking  frame;  that  the  said  fV.  D.,  before 
the  said  time  when  Sec,  had  and  received  from  the  said 
plaintiffs  the  said  worsted  yam,  and  the  said  stocking 
frame  for  the  purpose  thereinbefore  mentioned  in  that  be- 
half, and  the  said  worsted  yarn  and  stocking  frame  at  the 
said  time  when  &c.  were  remaining  and  being  in  the  said 
dwelling-house  of  the  said  JV.  D.  for  the  purpose  therein- 
before mentioned  in  that  behalf,  and  in  the  way  of  the 
said  plaintiffs'  trade  or  business  of  manufacturers  of  hosiery, 
and  of  the  said  JV.  D.*s  said  business  and  calling  of  a 
stocking  weaver,  and  for  the  furtberanccj  advancement, 
and  maintenance  of  trade  and  commerce:  and  further, 
that,  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  it  had  been 
and  was  the  usage  and  practice  in  the  trade  of  manufac- 
turers of  hosiery  in  the  borough  of  Leicester,  for  manu- 

ll2 
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Exeh.  of  Phoi,  facturers  of  hosiery  tberei  in  the  way  of  their  trade,  to  de- 
liver to  their  workmeiii  and  for  their  workmen  to  have 
and  receive  from  the  manfacturersi  worsted  yam  of  the 
manufacturers,  together  with  stocking  frames  of  the  manu- 
facturers, in  order  that  the  workmen  might,  in  their  dwell- 
ing-houses, use  and  work  such  stocking  frames  for  the 
purpose  of  therewith  and  thereby  weaving  and  manufac- 
turing such  worsted  yam  into  stockings  for  the  manufac- 
turers, &C.,  and  that  the  workmen  might,  when  and  as  soon 
as  such  worsted  yam  should  be  so  woven  and  manufac- 
tured by  means  of  such  stocking  frames,  return  to  the  said 
manufacturers  such  stockings,  together  with  the  said  stock- 
ing frames  (a).  Replication,  that  without  the  said  stocking 
frame  there  were  not  in  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which 
&c.  goods  and  chattels  distrainable  by  law,  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  rent  so  due  and  in  arrear.  Demurrer  and 
joinder. 


FoUett,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  replication  in 
this  case  is  no  answer  to  the  plea  in  bar,  because  the  stock- 
ing frame  in  question  is  privileged,  not  sub  modo,  but  abso- 
lutely, as  being  an  article  in  the  hands  of  the  tenant  for 
the  benefit  of  trade.  Now,  the  authorities  shew  that 
goods  of  this  description  are  privileged  absolutely.  Thus, 
in  Co.  Lit.  4*7.  a.,  it  is  said:  ''  Valuable  things  shall  not  be 
distrained  for  rent  for  benefit  and  maintenance  of  trade, 
which  by  consequent  are  for  the  common  wealth,  and 
are  there  by  authority  of  law ;  as,  a  horse  in  a  smith's  shop 


(a)  This  case  was  twice  argued, 
first  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  plea 
in  bar,  by  Chilton  for  the  demurrer, 
and  Alderson  for  the  plaintiflf.  Up- 
on that  argument  it  was  suggest- 
ed by  the  Court  that  the  defend- 
ant should  have  replied  that  there 
was  no  other  sufficient   distress 


upon  the  premises;  but  Jid^ton 
abandoned  the  point,  and  the 
Court,  having  taken  time  to  consi- 
der of  their  judgment,  directed  the 
record  to  be  amended  and  the  case 
to  be  re-argued.  See  upon  this 
point,  Dyer,  312,  and  Borthbvfy  v. 
Levingham^  1  Sid.  348. 
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{shall  not  be  distrained  for  rent,  for  the  rent  issuuig  out  of  Exch.  of  Pleat, 
the  shopj  nor  the  horse  &c.  in  the  hostry,  nor  the  ma- 
terials in  the  weaver's  shop  for  making  of  cloth,  nor  cloth 
or  garments  in  a  tailor's  shop,  nor  sacks  of  corn  or  meal 
in  a  mill,  nor  in  a  market,  nor  any  thing  distrained  for  da- 
mage feasant,  for  it  is  in  the  custody  of  the  law;  and  the 
like."  So  (a), ''  Valuable  things  in  the  way  of  trade  shall 
not  be  liable  to  distress;  as,  a  horse  standing  in  a  smith's 
shop  to  be  shoed,  or  in  a  common  inn,  or  cloth  at  a  tailor's 
house,  or  com  sent  to  a  mill  or  market;  for  all  these  are 
protected  and  privileged  for  the  benefit  of  trade,  and  are 
supposed  in  common  presumption  not  to  belong  to  the 
owner  of  the  house,  but  to  his  customers."  These  in- 
stances are  put  merely  as  illustrations  of  the  rule ;  and 
therefore,  whatsoever  goods  are  by  the  usage  of  trade  and 
for  the  benefit  of  trade  in  the  house  of  the  tenant,  they  are 
privileged  from  distress,  and  the  landlord  must  presume 
that  they  are  not  the  property  of  the  tenant.  But  the  case 
of  Rede  v.  Burley  (b)  carries  the  principle  still  further, 
and  establishes  that  not  merely  the  article  itself,  but  the 
accompaniments  of  the  article  are  privileged  absolutely. 
There,  a  clothier  having  put  certain  wool  to  a  spinner  to 
spin,  came  afterwards  with  a  horse  to  bring  back  the  yam, 
and  because  there  was  not  any  beam  or  weights  in  the 
spinner's  house  to  weigh  it,  the  clothier  and  spinner,  by 
leave  of  one  of  the  neighbours  who  had  a  beam  and  weights 
in  his  house,  brought  the  horse  thither,  and  entered  there- 
in to  weigh  the  yarn,  and  whilst  they  were  there,  the  lord 
of  the  house  distrained  that  horse  and  the  yarn  for  his 
services:  and  it  was  holden  by  Anderson,  Beamoni,  and 
Ofven  {Walmsley  contra),  that  they  were  not  distrain- 
ablcj  for  the  trade  of  a  clothier  is  pro  bono  publico,  who 
ought  to  be  allowed  all  necessary  means;  and,  without 

(fl)  3  Bl.  Com.  8.  (6)  Cro.  Eliz.  696;  S.  C.  Noy,  68. 
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E*ch,  rfP^oh  doubt^  cloth  put  to  a  weaver  to  be  woven,  nor  yam  in  a 

house  to  be  spun  be  not  dbtrainable ;  and  weighing  is  as  ne- 
cessary as  the  former:  wherefore  the  yam  brought  thither 
for  that  purpose,  and  the  horse  which  brought  it,  are  pri- 
vileged, and  are  not  distrainable:  the  cause  of  the  bring- 
ing privileged  them,  as  a  horse  which  carrieth  com  to  a 
market,  and  is  set  up  for  a  time  in  a  private  house,  is  not 
distrainable,  because  his  purpose  of  bringing  the  horse  was 
pro  bono  publico*  Whatsoever,  therefore,  is  necessary 
for  the  carrying  on  of  trade  comes  within  the  exception* 
Here,  the  tenant  had  no  control  over  the  implement,  ex- 
cept merely  for  the  purpose  of  working  the  yam,  and 
when  that  was  done,  both  were  to  be  returned  together, 
according  to  the  usage  prevailing  in  the  borough.  It  will 
be  admitted,  that  the  article  is  privileged,  and  upon  no 
principle  can  the  implement  be  distinguished  from  the  ar- 
ticle. In  Gisbome  v.  Hurst  (a),  it  was  agreed  per  cur. 
that  goods  delivered  to  any  person  exercising  a  public 
trade  or  employment,  to  be  carried,  wrought,  or  managed 
in  the  way  of  his  trade  or  employ,  are,  for  that  time,  under 
a  legal  protection,  and  privileged  from  distress  of  rent. 
Again,  in  Gilman  v.  Elton  (6),  where  it  was  decided  that 
the  goods  of  a  principal,  in  the  hands  of  his  factor,  were 
privileged  from  distress  for  rent  due  from  the  factor,  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded  entirely  upon  the  ground 
that  the  goods  were  upon  the  premises  in  the  way  of  trade, 
and  therefore  protected.  So,  in  Thomson  v.  Mcuhiier  (c), 
and  in  Mathias  v.  Mesnard  (J),  the  same  principle  was  es- 
tablished. These  authorities  abundantly  shew,  that  not 
only  the  article  sent  to  be  manufactured,  but  any  thing 
sent  to  the  house  of  another  for  a  specified  purpose  in  the 


(fl)  1  Salk,  249.  (c)  8  B.  Moore,  260;  S.  C.  I 

(6)  6  B.  Moore,  243 1  5.  C.  3  B.     Biog.  283. 
&  B.  76.  (cQ  2  G.  &  P.  353. 
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way  of  trade,  is  privileged  absolutely  from  distress  for  rent.  Exeh,  of  Pkas, 
Now,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  implement  in  question  ^  ^^^' 
was  not  in  the  custody  of  the  tenant  for  a  specified  purpose 
in  the  way  of  his  trade;  and  to  hold  it  to  be  distrainable  un- 
der the  circumstances  would  tend  materially  to  affect  and 
narrow  trade.  The  hardship  upon  the  landlord,  if  such 
there  be,  has  not  escaped  the  attention  of  the  Court  in  the 
cases  referred  to.  If  such  be  the  custom  of  the  trade,  the 
landlord  knows  that  he  cannot  look  to  the  machinery  for 
his  rent,  and  must  therefore  take  other  security. 

But  there  are  cases  which  may  be  cited  for  the  defend- 
ant. These  proceeded  upon  the  qualified  privilege,  the 
privilege  sub  modo,  which  is  applicable  to  implements  of 
trade.  In  Simpson  v.  Hartop  (a),  the  frame  was  lei  to 
the  tenant,  by  virtue  of  which  letting  the  tenant  became 
possessed  of  the  frame,  and  used  it  as  an  implement  otiis 
trade.  There  is,  therefore,  a  marked  distinction  between 
Uiat  case  and  the  present.  There,  the  frame  was  let  to 
the  tenant  and  used  in  his  trade,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
it  had  been  purchased  by  him;  and  upon  that  ground  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded.  Three  propositions  on- 
ly were  put  by  the  Chief  Justice,  without  alluding  to  that 
which  is  now  in  controversy ;  and  the  principle  upon  which 
this  frame  is  said  to  be  privileged,  viz.  the  privilege  of  imple- 
ments of  trade  from  distress  was  expressly  separated  from 
that  upon  which  the  case  was  decided.  That  case,  there- 
fore, differs  in  facts  from  the  present,  and  establishes  no 
principle  by  which  this  case  can  be  decided:  but,  if  it  be 
an  authority,  it  is  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  because  it  re- 
cognises the  privilege  in  favour  of  trade. 

[Barley f  B. — I  rather  think  that  that  judgment,  if  con- 
sidered, could  not  be  supported,  because  the  plaintiff, 
having  no  possession  at  the  time,  could  not  maintain  the 
action.] 

(a)  WiUcs,  64,  cited  by  BulUr,  J.,  4  T.  R.  568. 


4dO  .  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Bxeh,  of  Pietu,      The  Case  of  Gorton  ▼•  Falkner  (a\  is  equally  ii 

loo..  ble  to  the  present  question.  The  marginal  note  of  that 
case  isj  that  *'  implements  of  trade  may  be  distrained  for 
rent,  if  they  be  not  in  actual  use  at  the  time,  and  if  there 
be  no  other  sufficient  dis^ess  upon  the  premises.**  No 
one  would  dispute  the  accuracy  of  that  proposition,  and  if 
the  case  goes  not  beyond  that,  it  is  no  authority  for  the 
defendant  in  this  case.  The  case  goes  no  further.  The 
owner  of  the  looms  lent  them  to  his  workman  upon  condi- 
tion that  he  should  work  for  him  only ;  and,  therefore,  al- 
though no  rent  was  paid,  yet  the  owner  had  an  equivalent 
in  the  exclusive  employment  of  the  workman;  the  material 
fact  in  this  case  did  not  exist  there,  viz.  that  the  yam  and 
frame  were  sent  at  the  same  time,  to  be  re-delivered  toge- 
ther when  the  work  was  complete.  The  facts  of  the  case 
are  therefore  distinguishable,  but  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  is,  at  all  events,  no  authority,  because  it  proceeded 
merely  upon  the  privilege  of  implements  of  trade«  It  is 
true,  that  the  case  was  put  in  both  ways  in  the  argument, 
but  the  judgment  of  the  Court  did  not  touch  the  absolute 
privilege  now  contended  for. 

All  the  authorities  are  consistent,  regard  being  had  to 
the  two  propositions:  things  delivered  to  persons  exercis- 
ing their  trade,  are  privileged  absolutely,  and  implements 
delivered  in  the  way  of  trade,  for  a  specified  purpose,  and 
over  which  the  tenant  has  no  control  except  for  that  pur- 
pose, come  within  that  rule;  but  implements  of  trade  over 
which  the  tenant  has  a  control,  being  the  property  of  an- 
other, are  privileged  sub  modo  merely. 

ChUiofit  contra. — The  defendant,  under  the  circum- 
stances disclosed  by  these  pleadings,  had  a  right  to  distrain 
the  stocking  frame  which  is  the  subject  matter  of  this  ac- 
tion.    If  the  frame  distrained  be  brought  within  the  excep* 

[a)  4  T.  R.  565. 
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tion  in  favour  of  trade,  the  circumstance  of  there  not  be-  Egeh.  rf  Pleas, 
ing  a  sufficient  distress  upon  the  premises  without  it,  will 
not  justify  the  taking;  for  goods  within  this  exception  are 
absolutely  free  from  distress,  and  cannot  be  distrained 
even  though  there  were  no  other  goods.  The  question, 
therefore,  is  raised  by  the  plea,  and  the  replication  was 
put  upon  the  record  merely  to  meet  the  modified  exception 
in  favour  of  implements  of  trade,  should  that  be  thought 
under  the  circumstances  to  exist.  It  must  be  conceded, 
that,  if  the  frame  be  only  privileged  as  an  implement  of 
trade,  the  replication  is  an  answer  to  that  privilege ;  and 
it  must  also  be  admitted,  that,  if  the  frame  is  within  the 
exception  in  favour  of  trade,  the  replication  is  no  answer. 
The  general  rule  as  to  distress  for  rent  is  equally  clear.  In 
the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Butter ,  *'  whether  the  goods 
be  the  property  of  the  tenant  or  a  stranger  is  perfectly  im« 
material,  provided  they  be  on  the  premises,  and  be  not  pri-» 
vileged  by  law  from  a  distress.'*  Gorton  v.  Palkner  (a).  It 
is  for  the  plaintiffs,  therefore,  to  bring  themselves  within 
the  exception.  The  rule  upon  this  subject  has  been  cor« 
rectly  stated  from  Co.  LitL  47.  a.,  and  3  BL  Com.  8;  and 
in  addition  to  those  writers  may  be  cited  RoUe  Abr.  Dis^ 
tress  (I),  *'  Mon  toge  en  le  s/iop  d'un  taylor  ne  peut  etre 
distrain,  nee  mon  cheval  en  un  hosterie:  10  H.  7,  SI  b,  7  H. 
7,  2;  nee  mon  cheval  en  le  shop  d'unf error,  que  est  la 
d^ etre  f err,  car  la  ley  done  liberie  a  mister  mes  biens  lai 
22  E.  4,  39  bf  and  Gilbert  (b),  who  states  the  excep- 
tions to  the  general  rule  thus: — ''  Valuable  things  in  the 
way  of  trade  shall  not  be  liable  to  a  distress:  as,  a  horse 
standing  in  a  smith's  shop  to  be  shoed,  or  in  a  common  inn, 
or  cloth  at  a  tailor's  house,  or  corn  sent  to  a  mill  or  market; 
for  all  these  are  protected  and  privileged  for  the  benefit 
of  trade,^and  are  supposed,  in  common  presumption,  not  to 
belong  to  the  owner  of  the  house  but  to  hb  customers." 

(a)  4  T.  R.  566.  (6)  Page  36. 
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£xch.  of  PUai,  Now,  the  frame  in  question  possesses  none  of  the  re- 
^°^'-  quisites  to  bring  it  within  the  exception;  and  all  ought 
to  concur.  It  is  true,  that  these  instances  put  by  the 
text-writers  are  not  to  be  taken  as  limiting  and  compre- 
hending the  whole  exception^  but  merely  as  illustrations; 
still,  however,  every  instance  put  is  of  an  article  to  be 
operated  upon  in  some  way  or  other,  "  to  be  carried, 
wrought,  or  managed,*'  and  tools  and  implements  of  trade 
are  not  even  ejusdem  generis*  First,  then,  this  is  not  a 
•ealuable  thing  within  the  spirit  of  the  rule.  Secondly,  it  is 
not  for  the  benefit  of  trade  that  the  workman  should  woik 
with  my  tools  rather  than  with  his  own,  or  with  those  hir« 
ed  of  another;  or  that  he  should  work  in  his  room  rather 
than  in  mine.  How  does  this  conduce  to  the  public  con- 
venience? The  workman  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  pub- 
lic; he  is  to  work  for  his  master  only.  Thirdly,  the  frame 
is  not  upon  the  premises  of  the  tenant  by  authority  of  law. 
It  is  a  mere  private  contract  between  the  parties.  Fourth" 
ly,  the  implements  by  which,  and  by  which  alone,  a  man 
gains  his  livelihood,  cannot  be  supposed,  in  common  pre- 
sumption, not  to  belong  to  him.  Fifthly,  it  cannot  be 
contended,  that  the  tenant  in  this  case  is  a  person  exercis- 
ing a  public  trade  or  employment.  The  plea  discloses 
that  he  is  merely  the  workman  of  the  plaintifis.  Now,  it 
is  observable  upon  this  point,  that  the  privilege  exists  in 
respect  of  the  trade  of  the  bailee  merely,  though  it  oper- 
ates in  favour  of  the  owner  of  the  goods.  The  horse  in 
the  shop  of  a  farrier  is  equally  protected  though  it  be  the 
property  of  one  who  was  never  a  trader:  it  is  not  the  in- 
terest of  the  individual  which  the  law  consults,  but  the 
common  good  of  the  public,  all  of  whom  may  have  deal- 
ings with  the  trader.  Tried  by  this  test,  if  the  tenant 
was  not  a  trader,  the  privilege  could  not  for  a  moment  be 
supported.  Lastly,  these  goods  are  not  delivered  to  be 
carried,  wrought,  or  managed.  If,  therefore,  the  question 
were  now  res  iniegra,  it  would  seem  that  impl^nents  were 
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within  neither  the  letter  nor  the  spirit  of  the  rule.  But  it  Exch,  rf  PUat, 
is  Bead,  that  the  case  of  Rede  v.  Burley  carries  the  prin* 
ciple  still  further.  That  case  has  probably  been  supposed 
to  go  further  than  it  really  does ;  for,  by  the  pleadings  (a),  it 
appears  that  the  yarn  when  distrained  was  upon  the  should- 
ers of  the  owner,  and  the  horse  there  to  carry  the  yarn,  so 
that,  as  the  case  is  reported  in  another  book  (6),  **  they 
were  in  the  possession  of  the  very  oumer"  But  it  is  unnC"* 
cessary  to  controvert  that  case,  because,  although  it  was  de« 
nied  by  Walmsley  that  a  horse  carrying  corn  to  market 
would  be  privileged,  it  is  obvious  that  a  horse  would  be  sq 
employed  pro  bono  publico,  and  might  therefore  be  privi- 
leged; although  it  is  very  doubtful  whether  the  privilege 
would  continue  whilst  the  horse  was  in  a  private  place  af- 
ter having  performed  its  office.  Neither  is  it  necessary  to 
controvert  the  proposition,  that,  when  the  delivery  of  goods 
is  necessary  to  the  carrying  on  of  a  trade,  they  shall  be 
privileged.  It  is  sufficient  to  answer  that  no  such  necessi- 
ty exists  here.  But  it  is  asked,  upon  what  principle  is  the 
article  to  be* protected,  and  not  the  implement?  The  im< 
plement  has,  as  such,  a  protection  sub  modo.  Further  it 
matters  not  to  the  public  whether  a  workman  works  with 
his  own  tools,  or  with  borrowed  ones;  at  his  own  dwelling 
or  at  that  of  his  master:  the  public  have  no  dealings  with 
him;  they  are  excluded  by  the  very  terms  upon  which  he 
engages  with  his  master.  The  other  cases  cited  have  no 
application  to  this  question,  and  each  comes  within  the  ex* 
ception.  The  factor  and  the  wharfinger,  in  the  exercise 
of  public  trades,  receive  valuable  things  to  be  managed  in 
the  way  of  their  trades.  The  publicity  of  the  trade,  and 
the  necessity  of  so  carrying  it  on  form  the  grounds  of  the 
decision  in  these  cases. 

But  the  question  has  been  expressly  decided,  and  no  an* 
swer  has  been  given  to  the  cases  which  bear  directly  upon 

(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  549.  (6)  Noy,  68. 
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BmH.  of  Pleat,  the  point«    It  roust  be  admitted,  that  SimpMon  ▼•  Hartop 

IQQI 

^°^^'        was  decided  upon  a  different  ground ;  but  surely  it  is  not,  as 
has  been  urged,  an  authority  for  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case. 
It  admits  the  exception,  which  is  not  now  denied ;  but,  hav- 
ing noticed  the  exception,  the  Court  say,  that  the  stocking 
frame  could  only  be  privileged  as  it  was  an  instrument  of 
trade.    Money  was  the  consideration  for  the  frame  in  that 
case,  in  this  the  exclusive  employment  of  the  workman;  and 
it  is  equally  in  both  for  the  public  good  that  the  implements 
of  a  man*s  trade  should  be  protected;  because,  by  taking 
away  his  tools,  the  owner  is  disabled  from  serving  the  com* 
monwealth  in  his  station.  It  is  impossible,  however,  to  dis- 
tinguish the  case  of  Gorton  v.  Falkner  (a)  from  the  present 
The  same  point  was  made,  and  the  Court  could  not  decide 
against  the  plaintiff,  without  also  deciding  expressly  against 
the  principle  now  contended  for.    That  case  is  therefore 
an  express  authority  for  the  defendant,  unless  it  can  be 
said  that  a  judgment  is  to  be  of  no  avail,  because  the  Court, 
thinking  the  principle  contended  for  clearly  untenable,  do 
not  even  allude  to  it  in  their  judgment.    It  is  said,  how- 
ever, that  the  loom,  the  subject  of  that  action,  was  not 
sent  with  a  particular  quantity  of  yarn,  to  be  returned  with 
the  yarn  when  manufactured ;  but  that  the  contract  in  that 
case  was,  that  the  frame  should  be  lent  upon  condition 
that  the  workman  should  work  for  the  manufacturer  alone* 
There,  the  frame  was  delivered  for  a  series  of  jobs ;  here, 
for  one  job  only:  but  that  circumstance  does  not  make  the 
delivery  less  beneficial  to  the  public,  upon  which  ground 
alone  the  privilege  in  the  present  case  is  put. 

No  case  has  been  produced,  nor  is  there  a  dictum  to 
be  found,  extending  to  implements  of  trade  this  absolute 
exception.  Is  it  then  to  be  extended  to  them  now  for 
the  first  time?  The  policy  of  the  law  is  opposed  to  this. 
Statutes  have  been  passed  to  enlarge,  but  never  to  narrow 

(a)  4  T.  R.  146. 
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the  landlord's  remedy^  In  all  the  cases  which  have  arisen  £rcA.  of  Pleats 
upon  this  exception^  the  Courts  have  held  the  plaintiff 
strictly  to  the  rule:  thus^  where  a  horse  was  sent  saddled 
to  be  shodj  and  the  saddle  was  taken  off  and  laid  beside 
him^  it  was  holden  that  the  saddle  was  distrainable,  be- 
cause it  was  not  necessary  for  the  shoeing  of  the  horse  to 
send  him  saddled  (a).  And  in  Fowkes  v.  Joyce  (6),  it  was 
held  that  cattle  going  to  the  London  market,  and  put  into 
a  close  with  the  consent  of  the  landlord  and  leave  of  the 
tenant  to  graze  for  the  night,  might  be  distrained  by  the 
landlord  for  rent,  notwithstanding  it  was  objected  that 
they  were  privileged  in  favour  of  trade  (c).  Francis  v. 
Wyait  {d\  and  Juson  v.  Dixon  (e). 

FoUetti  in  reply. — The  plaintiff  is  not  removed  from  his 
original  proposition,  that  articles  of  trade  sent  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trade  are  privileged  from  distress ;  and  to  hold  the 
contrary  would  paralize  this  mode  of  carrying  on  trade, 
which  is  highly  beneficial  to  the  public.  It  is  said,  how- 
ever, that  this  does  not  come  within  the  instances  enumer- 
ated in  the  authorities ;  but  the  question  is,  is  it  not  within 
the  principle?  The  sole  difficulty  is,  that  this  is  an  imple- 
ment of  trade,  and  as  such  has  a  privilege  sub  modOf  but 
notwithstanding  it  has  a  privilege  sub  modo  if  the  proper- 
ty of  the  tenant,  still,  if  the  property  of  a  stranger,  and 
upon  the  premises  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  it  may  also 
be  privileged  absolutely.  Again,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  tenant  should  be  the  trader:  the  only  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  article  be  upon  the  premises  for  the  benefit  of 
trade.     The  case  of  JRede  v.  Burley  decides  that;  for  it  is 

(a)  Rolle's  Abr.  Distren  (I).  lord  for  rent.  Tate  v.  Gleed,  G.  B. 

(6)  3  Ley.  260;   S,  C.  2  Vent.  Hil.  24  G.  3,  2  Wms.  Saund.  290« 

50;  2  Lutw.  1161.  n.  7- 

(c)  It  is  now  settled  that  cattle         (d)  Bur.  1498;  S.  C.  Bl  Rep. 

under  such  circumstances  are  not  483. 
liable  to  the  distress  of  the  land-        (e)  1  M.  &  S,  601. 
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MndL  4  Pbv,  impossible  to  doubt  but  that  the  distress  in  that  case  was  at 
^^^*  the  house  of  a  priTate  indiyidual.  So,  the  instance  adduced 
of  a  horse  baring  carried  corn  to  a  market  being  put  up  in 
a  private  stable,  is  to  the  same  effect ;  the  privilege  is  not 
for  the  benefit  of  the  individual,  but  because  the  purpose 
is  connected  with  trade.  In  such  a  case,  the  question 
would  be,  whether  the  horse  was  bond  fide  upon  the  pre- 
mises for  the  benefit  of  trade.  The  chief  ground  of  the 
argument,  viz.  that  the  bailee  must  be  a  trader,  is  there-' 
fore  removed;  but,  if  it  were  material,  the  plea  states  that 
the  tenant  was  a  trader.  With  respect  to  the  case  of  Gor^ 
ion  V.  Falkner^  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  Court  did 
not  notice  the  point.  The  facts,  however,  were  not  the 
same,  and  the  Court  could  not  travel  out  of  the  record. 

Cur.  adv.  vttU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by  Lord 
Ltnduurst,  C.  B. — 

This  case  does  not  turn  upon  the  privilege  of  a  workman 
in  respect  of  the  implements  and  machinery  by  which  his 
trade  is  to  be  carried  on,  but  upon  the  privilege  of  the  person 
by  whom  the  workman  is  employed.  The  plaintiffs,  who 
were  the  employers,  furnished  the  workman,  not  only  with 
the  materials  upon  which  he  was  to  work,  but  also  with  the 
machinery  by  which  the  materials  were  to  be  worked  up 
The  question  is  as  to  the  extent  of  the  employer's  privilege; 
whether  it  is  confined  to  the  materials  which  he  supplies, 
or  extends  also  to  the  machinery  by  which  the  working  up 
is  effected.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  is  confined  to  the 
materials,  and  does  not  include  the  machinery.  The  in- 
stances  put  in  the  books,  as  to  this  head  of  privilege,  ap- 
ply to  the  materials  only,  and  not  to  the  machinery.  Coie^ 
in  his  Commentaries  upon  Littleton,  s.  47.  a.,  in  enumerat- 
ing the  things  which  are  exempt,  mentions  (amongst  others) 
materials  in  a  weaver's  shop,  for  the  making  of  cloth,  but  is 
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wholly  silent  as  to  the  machinery  by  which  the  cloth  is  to  Etth.  rf  Pieat, 
be  made.  It  cannot  be  said,  that,  under  the  term  materials, 
machinery  would  be  included.  In  JRede  v.  Burley  (a),  the 
question  was  confined  to  the  wool,  the  material  which  was 
spun,  and  the  horse  by  which  it'was  carried*  In  Gisbome 
▼•  Hurst  (b)t  which  was  considered  in  the  argument  as  lay- 
ing down  the  correct  rule,  things  included  under  this 
head  of  privilege  are  said  to  be  goods  delivered  to  a  per- 
son exercising  a  public  trade  or  employment,  to  be  carried, 
wrought,  or  managed  in  the  way  of  his  trade  or  employ- 
ment. In  Simpson  v.  Hartop  (c),  the  Chief  Justice  evi- 
dently adopts  this  rule;  his  second  head  of  general  ex- 
emption is  things  delivered  to  a  person  exercising  a  public 

• 

trade,  to  be  carried,  wrought,  worked  up,  or  managed  in 
the  way  of  his  trade  or  employ.  In  9&  Edw.  4, 49,  where 
this  privilege  is  mentioned,  the  instance  put  is,  ^'  the  robe 
which  a  man  sends  to  a  taylor  to  make.**  So,  Broke,  title 
Distress,  pi.  40,  and  Distress,  pl.^1,  mentions  horses  at  an 
inn,  cloth  at  a  tailor's,  grain  at  a  mill,  et  hujusmodi,  which 
are  there  by  authority  and  for  the  common  weal.  So 
again,  Gilbert  (on  Distresses,  35),  says,  valuable  things  in 
the  way  of  trade  shall  not  be  liable  to  a  distress,  as^  a  horse 
standing  in  a  smith's  shop  to  be  shod,  or  in  a  common  inn, 
or  cloth  sent  to  a  tailor's  shop,  or  corn  sent  to  a  mill  or 
market;  for,  all  these  are  privileged  and  protected  for  the 
benefit  of  trade,  and  are  supposed,  in  common  presump- 
tion, not  to  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  house,  but  to  his  cus- 
tomers. This  passage  is  adopted  by  Blackstone  {d),  and  he 
therefore  may  be  considered  as  affirming  it,  and  he  gives  no 
additional  instances  luider  this  head.  In  Gilman  v.  Elton, 
where  the  question  was,  how  far  the  goods  of  a  principal 
were  privileged  from  distress  for  his  factor's  debt,  though 
the  instances  of  materials  sent  to  a  weaver  and  cloth  to  a 


(a)  Gro.  Eliz.  649,  596.  (c)  WiUes,  54. 

(Jb)  Sa&.  249.  id)  3  Bl.  Com.  8. 
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Enh.  ^  Phot,  tuilor  are  mentioDed,  and  the  rule  in  Qisbome  ▼•  Hurst 
^^^^'  ,    and  Simpson  t.  Hartop  is  approved,  there  is  nothing  to 
carry  this  head  of  privilege  beyond  the  materialsj  and  the 
means  of  transporting  them:  there  is  nothing  to  extend  it 
to  the  machinery  by  which  the  materials  are  wrought. 
The  same  may  be  said  as  to  Thampsom  ▼.  MasUier,  where 
goods  were  sent  to  a  factor  for  sale,  and  were  held  privi- 
leged in  the  warehouse  of  the  wharfinger  where  the  factor 
had  deposited  them  till  an  opportunity  for  selling  them 
should  offer.    None  of  these  cases  go  beyond  this,  that 
the  material  to  be  worked  upon  is  privileged;  that  the 
conveyance  by  which  it  is  carried  to  and  from  the  place  of 
manufacture  is  privileged;    that  it  is  privileged  in  the 
hands  of  a  carrier  whilst  he  is  carrying  it,  in  the  hands  of 
a  factor  to  whom  it  is  consigned,  and  in  the  hands  and 
warehouse  of  a  wharfinger,  where  it  is  lodged  and  deposit- 
ed by  the  factor* 

There  is  no  case  or  dictum  that  the  machinery  by  which 
it  is  to  be  manufactured  is  included  in  the  privilege.  The 
only  colour  for  including  it  seems  to  arise  fr<»n  the  use  of 
the  word  managed,  in  Gisbame  v.  Hurst;  but  that  ap- 
pears to  apply  only  to  the  management  of  the  material  in 
its  original  or  wrought  state,  and  to  the  machinery  or  en- 
gine by  which  it  is  wrought.  The  case  oi  Gorton  v. 
Falkner  comes  so  near  to  the  present,  and  differs  from  it 
by  such  minute  points  of  distinction,  that  it  is  a  strong  au« 
thority  to  shew  that  the  privilege  is  confined  to  the  ma- 
terial, and  that  it  has  been  the  common  understanding 
that  it  did  not  extend  under  any  circumstances  to  the  ma- 
chinery. It  might  have  been  said,  in  Simpson  v.  Hartop^ 
that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  trade  and  commerce  that  the 
owner  of  a  loom  who  let  it  to  a  workman,  should  have  the 
privilege  of  having  it  protected  from  distress;  and,  as  that 
action  was  brought  by  the  owner  of  the  loom,  it  is  prob- 
able that  this  pririlege  would  have  been  insisted  on  had  it 
been  thought  tenable.    That  case  is  important,  because 
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it  shews  an  inclination,  at  that  distance  of  time,  to  clothe  ^^*-^^'^> 
ihe  machinery  with  a  general  and  unqualified  protection } 
and  yet,  from  that  period  to  the  present,  it  is  singular  that 
the  mode  pursued  in  this  case,  so  obvious  and  simple  if  avail« 
able,  should  never  have  been  adopted.  Gorton  v.  Falkner 
improved  upon  the  attempt  made  in  Simpson  v.  Hatiop^ 
The  loom  was  lent  not  leti  it  was  not  lent  for  any  definite 
time,  so  that  the  owner  might  resume  it  when  he  thought 
proper,  and  it  was  only  to  be  used  for  the  owner.  The 
sole  difference  between  that  Case  and  the  present  is,  that 
the  loan  in  that  case  was  general  and  not  for  a  particular 
transaction,  and  that  it  is  not  there  expressly  stated  thfiit 
the  owner  of  the  loom  was  to  find  materials.  But  neither 
of  these  circumstances  appears  to  us  to  make  any  material 
distinction.  It  was  there  stated  that  it  was  customary  at 
Manchester,  (the  place  where  the  looms  were  distrained), 
for  the  employer  to  lend  his  workmen  looms,  without  re- 
ceiving any  thing  for  the  use  of  them,  except  they  were 
used  in  weaving  worsted  tapes.  But  the  loan  is  equally  for 
the  benefit  of  trade  (if  benefit  of  trade  be  the  criterion),  whe- 
ther the  looms  are  employed  with  the  materials  of  the  em- 
ployer, or  with  the  materials  of  the  workman  or  of  any  other 
person ;  and  there  cannot,  as  applied  to  this  subject,  be  any 
real  distinction  between  the  use  of  the  loom  whilst  a  sup- 
ply of  materials  furnished  with,  it  is  worked  up,  and  the 
use  of  it  whikt  the  owner's  pleasure  shall  continue.  If  the 
privilege  is  to  continue  till  the  supply  of  materials  furnish* 
ed  with  the  loom  is  exhausted,  it  will  depend  upon  the 
extent  of  that  supply  how  long  the  privilege  will  continue* 
The  supply  may  be  sufficiently  large  to  keep  the  loom  em- 
ployed for  a  whole  year  or  more,  and  what  is  the  case  as 
to  one  loom  and  the  privilege  attending  it,  may  be  the 
case  as  to  as  many  looms  as  the  place  in  which  they  are 
worked  may  be  capable  of  holding;  and  the  remedy  by 
distress  for  rent  for  the  use  of  the  premises  may  be  en- 
tirely suspended,  by  the  premises  being  exclusively  used 
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M*eh.  nf  PieM,  for  privileged  articles.     Although  this  may  also  be  die 

*  ^     case  where  the  privilege  is  clear  and  its  extent  ascer* 

Wood        tained,  we  think  it  not  an  immaterial  consideration,  when 

the  extent  of  the  privilege  is  the  point  to  be  determined. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  privilege  from  dia* 

tress  for  rent  does  not  extend  to  the  machinery  of  the 

employer,  because   there  is  no  decision  and  no  dictmm 

that  such  a  privilege  exists;  because  it  is  not  necessary  for 

the  protection  of  trade  that  it  should  exist;  (upon  prin* 

ciple,  it  would  equally  extend  to  any  machinery  lent,  though 

not  lent  by  the  employer, ^and  to  which,  it  has  been  decid« 

ed  that  it  does  not  extend) ;  and  because  the  whole  premisea 

out  of  which  the  rent  issued  might  be  exclusively  occupied 

and  entirely  filled  by  the  machinery  for  which  the  privilege 

is  claimed. 

Judgment  for  the  avowant. 


Follett  applied  for  the  costs  of  the  amendment,  which 
Chilton  opposed,^  because  the  amendment  had  been  made 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  Court,  and  was,  as  he  contendedt 
unnecessary. 

Bayley,  B. — The  judgment  might  have  been  different 
upon  the  record  as  it  originally  stood.  You  must  pay  the 
costs  of  the  amendment. 


Smith  and  Others  t.  Craven  and  Thompson. 

Where  A.,  JJ.,  Assumpsit  for  money  lent,  &c.— Plea  by  Craven,  the 
generai'piirt-"^  general  issue — Judgment  by  default  against  Thompson. 
neri,  entered      'j^g  cause  havins  been  referred  to  a  barrister,  he  made 

into  a  joint  ipe-  ^ 

cuiation,  and      his  award,  which  was  turned,  by  the  direction  of  the  Court, 

each  was  to  con-  ,,  ^••-vrii-i*^ 

tribate  a  third:     into  a  Special  casc,  Containing  the  foilowmg  facts : — 

^HeldfihtXA,, 

who  had  paid 

hii  share,  was  not  liable  to  the  bankeri  of  B.,  for  moniei  advanced  by  sach  banken  on  the  indiii- 

dual  credit  of  B.,  without  the  knowledge  of  A^  though  siwh  menitt  were  applied  in  payment  of  kilt 

drawn  upon  B,  in  the  course  of  the  joint  speculation. 
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On  the  11th  October y  1828,  the  defendants.  Tkompson  ^'^*- 1^^^«*' 
and  Craven^  together  with  one  Wharton^  who  were  seve- 
rally merchants  in  HuUy  carrying  on  buainess  separately  on 
their  own  account  and  in  their  own  namesi  engaged  in  a 
joint  speculation  for  the  purchase  and  importation  of  corn 
from  the  Baltic  into  the  port  of  Hull.  For  this  purpose, 
they  employed  Wharton's  clerk,  Rodbartus,  as  their  agent, 
whom  they  dispatched  to  LubecJc.  He  purchased  several 
cargoes  of  corn,  which  were  sent  to  Hully  ^nd  consigned 
to  Wharton. 

By  a  letter,  dated.  1 1th  October y  1828,  from  Wharton, 
Rodbartus  was  instructed  that  he  was  to  draw  upon  him 
(  Wharton)  for  what  monies  he  might  want,  payable  in  Lon- 
don,  at  two  or  three  months  as  mpst  convenient*  In  this 
letter,  Wharton  says — "  You  will  understand  this  specula- 
tion to  be  on  the  joint  account  of  Wharton,  Thompson^ 
^  Craten^^  which  was  the  fact. 

In  the  course  of  this  speculation,  bills  to  the  amount  of 
3,6962.  VI 9.  8d.,  were  drawn  on  Wharton,  and  by  him  ac- 
cepted payable  at  Messrs.  Smith,  Payne,  ^  Smith's,  the 
agents  of  the  plaintiffs*  All  these  bills,  with  the  exception 
of  one  drawn  by  a  firm  of  Julien,  Brothers,  were  drawn  by 
Rodbartus,  and  they  were  all  duly  honored  by  the  plaintiffs 
on  Whartofis  account  and  by  WhartofCs  instructions.  No 
partnership  fund  was  raised  for  this  speculation,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  the  parties  were  to  meet  the  expenses  in  thirds. 
The  defendant  Craven  was  always  ready  with  his  advan- 
ces, and  paid  his  proportions,  when  called  upon,  to  Whar^ 
ton  and  Thompson,  who  had  the  management  of  the  specu- 
lation, the  com  being  consigned  to  Wharton,  and  Thompson 
acting  as  salesman.  Craven's  first  contribution  towards 
the  joint  speculation  was  100/. — on  the  28th  November, 
1828.  On  the  3rd  January,  1829,  there  was  an  excess  of 
bills  and  other  charges  payable  on  account  of  the  joint  spe- 
culation above  the  amount  of  monies  in  hand.  On  the  5th, 
7tb,  and  8th  o^  January,  Craven  paid  several  sums  of  mo- 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  ncy  intp  Wharton's  hands  as  contributions  required  from 

him  to  the  joint  speculations.  On  the  SI  st  February ^  18S9, 
the  excess  of  the  bills  and  other  charges  payable  on  ac» 
count  of  the  joint  speculation  above  the  amount  actually 
received  on  account  of  the  sales,  was  2fi08L  1 U.  SdL  The 
advances  made  by  Craven  at  the  same  date  to  Wharton,  on 
account  of  the  speculation,  amounted  to  796/.  10s. 

Some  years  before  and  during  the  progress  of  this  spe- 
culation, and  until  the  close  of  it,  WhartonVept  an  account 
with  the  plaintiffs  in  his  own  name.  They  had  no  know- 
ledge whatever  of  the  com  speculation,  Wharton's  account 
with  them  was  a  general  banking  account;  and  they  were 
in  the  habit  of  paying  on  his  account  through  Messrs. 
Smith,  Payne f  ^  Smith,  their  London  correspondents,  bills 
drawn  upon  him  {Wharton)  by  foreign  merchants  and 
others,  and  by  him  accepted  payable  at  the  house  of  Messrs. 
Smith,  Payne,  ^  Smith. 

In  the  course  of  the  joint  speculation,  namely,  on  the 
S4th  December,  1828,-  Wharton  delivered  to  the  plaintifli 
an  account  of  acceptances,  with  instructions  to  them  to  honor 
the  same,  which  instructions  were  in  the  following  terms : — 

Hull,  24th  Dec.  1828. 

Accepted  payable  at  Messm.  Smitk,  Faynt,  Sf  Smith's,  C.  F. 
Rodbartus'  draft,  dated  Lubeck,  27th  October,  at  two 
months,  due  30th  December      *..».£  300    0    0 

Matthew  Smith's  draft,  dated  Hull,  2nd  September,  at  four 
months,  due  5th  Janumy,  1829.         -        •        -        -       184    0    2 

Cr.    375    0    0  Thos.  Whattan.  £484    0    2 

200    0    0 


£575     0    0 

At  the  same  time  Wharton  paid  in  bills  to  the  amount 
of  575/.  /  and  the  sums  of  484/.  Os.  2d.  and  575/.  were  pass* 
ed  to  the  debit  and  credit  respectively  of  Wharton's  ac- 
count with  the  plaintiffs. 

.  On  the  2nd  January,  Wharton  delivered  to  the  phuntiffs 
an  account  of  acceptances,  with  instructions  in  the  follow- 
ing terms ; — 
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Hull,  Jan.  2ad»  1829.       Exdk.  of  Phot, 
Accepted  payable  at  Messrs.  Smithy  Payne^  fy  Sndtk\  C.  F.  vjf^ll^ 

Rodbartut'  three  drafts,  dated  Lubeck,  3rd  November,  at  Smith 

two  months,  due  6tb  January ^  say —  v. 

1  Draft  for £  350    0    0        Ceavbit. 

tdo.  - 250    00 

Ido.  -•        .-.----        300    0    0 
Mumter,  Grafe,  Sf  Co*$.  draft,  dated  Hambro%  7lh  Awem- 

6er,  at  two  months,  due  10th  January.         -        -        -      139  115 

£  1,039  11     5 
Tkot,  Wharton. 

Cr. 

Cash        -        -    £200    0    0 

Bill  -         -       500    0    0 

do.-        -        -        427     8     3 

£1,127    8     3 

At  the  same  time,  Wharton  paid  in  bills  and  cash  to  the 
amount  of  1,127L  8s.  Sd.,  and  the  sums  of  1,039/.  lU.  5d., 
and  1,127/.  8s.  3d.,  were  passed  to  the  debit  and  cre- 
dit respectively  of  Wharton's  account  with  the  plaintiffs. 

On  the  9th  January ^  Wharton  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs 
an  account  of  acceptances,  with  instructions  to  them  to  honor 
the  same,  which  instructions  were  in  the  following  terms:— 

HuU^  9th  Jan.  1829. 
Accepted  payable  at  Messrs.  Smth^  Fayne^ 
4*  Smith%  C.  F.  Rodbartus,  his  drafts, 
Cr.  dated  Lubeck^  lOth  November — 

£176    0    7  1  for £275    0    0 

26  10    0  1  for -        325    0    0 

33  5  0  Munster,  Grafe,  Sf  Co.,  Hambro\  their 
50  0  0  draft,  14th  November,  two  months, 
25    0    0  due  1 7th  JanMory  -        -       -        -    289     0    0 

35  0  0  

100  0  0  i^889    0    0 

100  0  0 

100  0  0  Thos^  Wharton. 

105     0    0 

105     0    0 

35     0    0 

£890  15     7 
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Exch.  of  pietu,      At  the  8am«  time  Wharton  delivered  the  above,  be  also 

1831. 

paid  in  bills  And  cash  value  8907.  I5s,  Td.,  and  both  sums 

were  in  like  manner  passed  to  account. 

On  the  16th  January ^  1829,  Wharton,in  like  manner  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiffs  an  account  of  other  acoeptances^with 
the  like  instructions,  of  which  Ute  following  is  a  copy: — 

Hull,  16th  Jan.  1839. 
Accepted;  payable  at  Messrs.  Smith,  Payne, 
9f  Smith'if  TanTur  ig  Bechoorth,  their 
draft,  dated  18th  Sqttember,  at  four 
months,  due  21st  Sanuary  - 
C,  F.  Rodbartm*  5  drfts.  dated  Lubeck,  17 
jyitn;.,  at  2  mos,.  due  20  Jan* — 

viz,  1  for    28     0     0 

1  for  260     0    0 

0  1  for  240    6     0 

0  1  for  200    0     0 


-     173  10     0 


Bill     191   18     0 
471  10     0 

Cash  300     0 

60     2 

100  10 


1  for  166  12     8 


£1,124    0    0    John  Sugmund  Munn,Lubeck,  his  dn(t, 
— *        dated  17  Nov.,  2  months,  due  20  Jan. 


884  12     S 


68     8  10 


Thos.  Wharton. 


£1,126  11     6 


And,  at  the  same  time,  Wharton  paid  in  bills  and  cash, 
value  1,124/.,  and  both  wei*e  in  like  manner  passed  to  account. 

On  the  21st  February,  1829,  Wharton  in  like  manner  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiffs  an  account  of  other  acceptances 
with  the  like  instructions,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 

Accepted,  payable  at  Messrs.  SmUh,  Payne,  ^ 
Smith's,  Jvlien,  Brothers,  Copenhagen,  their 
drafts,  dated  22nd  Nov.,  at  3  months,  due 
0    25th  Feb.  viz. 


0 
0 


100 
300 
471  15 
198  14 


0 
0 
0 


One  for      -----        -    600    0    0 

One  for 412    5    0 


£  1,070    9    0 


£1,012     5     0 


Thot.  Wharton,  HuU,  2Ut.  Feb. 
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And  on  this  last  occasion,   Wharton  paid  in  bills  and  M*ch,  of  PUat, 
cash,  value.  1,0701.  9s, ,  and  both  were  in  like  maoner  pass- 
ed to  the  account 

In  ril  these  instances  except  the  last  there  were  other 
acceptances  included  in  the  instructions  besides   those 
relating  to  the  corn  speculation.      AH  the  acceptances 
made  payable  at  Smith,  Payne,  ^  Smith's,   were  duly 
honored  by  the  plaintiffs    on  Wharton's  account      At 
the  time  of  the  above  transactionsi  the  plaintiffs  believed 
the  above-mentioned  acceptances  to  be  WharUnis  indivi- 
dual concern.     In  the  payment  of  \  ,1271.  8s»  Sd.,  made  by 
Wharton  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  3rd  January,  1829^  was  in- 
cluded a  bill  drawn  upon  and  accepted  by  the  defendant 
Thompson,  for  407/.  8^.  id.,  due  09 th  March;  and  in  the 
fMiyment  of  1,070/.,  made  by  Wharton  to  plaintiffs,  31st 
February,  1829,  was  included  a  bill  for  198/.  14^.;  these 
two  bills  were  entered  as  bills  to  their  full  amount  by  the 
plaintiffs,  who  did  not  negotiate  them,  and  in  whose  hands 
^ey  still  remain  unpaid.     Both  these  bills  were  drawn  by 
Wharton  on  Tfiompson,  and  were  accommodation  bills  ma- 
nufactured between  them,  without  the  privity  or  authority 
of  Craven,  and  having  no  other  reference  to  the  joint  con- 
cern, than  so  far  as  it  might  be  presumed  to  be  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  enaUing  Wharton  or  Thompson,  to  raise  money  to 
pay  their  respective  contributions.    The  plaintiffs  did  BOt 
know  that  the  bills  drawn  by  Wharton  on  T/iompson  were 
aoeommodation  bills.    On  the  1 1th  April,  1829,  Thompson 
became  a  bankrupt,  and  about  the  same  time  Wharton  ab- 
sconded to  America,  and  also  became  bankrupt.     Since 
the  bankruptcy  of  Thompson  and  Wharton,  defendant 
Craven,  including  what  he  had  previously  paid  towards  the 
jcrnit  account,  amounting  to  796/*  10^.  has  been  called  upon 
and  obliged  to  pay  2,9001.    The  whole  of  the  several  car- 
goes of  corn  came  to  the  hands  of  Wharton  or  Thompson^ 
or  Wharton  s  and  Thompson's  assignees,  and  were  sold  by 
them,  except  one  cargo,  which  was  lost  at  sea — uninsured. 
The  plaintiffs  first  discovered  the  corn  speculation  between 
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Bxok.  ^  Pieai,   Wharton^  Thompson^  and  Cr/ioen,  under  the  bankruptcy  of 

Wharicn.  Independently  of  .the  sum  of  626/. ^  f<v  which 
this  action  is  brought,  Wharton  still  continues  indebted  to 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  3242.  14«.  9d.  Up  to  Slat 
February  J  1829,  the  amount  of  the  mcmies  advanced  by 
plaintiffs  to  Wharton^  which  can  be  traced  to  the  joint  spe- 
culation, waS|  3^16/.  13«.  2d;  and  the  amount  of  similar 
monies  received  by  the  plaintiffs  from  Whartim  up  to  the 
same  date,  exclusive  of  the  two  bills  drawn  by  Wkarion 
on  Thompsant  as  above  mentioned,  was  3,070^  Is.  The 
case  then  set  out  the  accounts  of  Wharton  with  the  plain- 
tiff^s,  from  the  Idth  November,  1828,  to  the  dose  of  the  ac- 
count, copied  from  Whartonit  pass  book* 

R.  C.  Hildffard,  for  the  plaintifiB. — The  pliitntifiB  claim 
the  sum  otGSSL  Zs.  Scf.,  which  is  part  of  a  cash  balance 
against  Wharton,  and  for  which  he  had  given  the  two  dis- 
honored bills  as  collateral  security.  They  seek  to  charge 
the  defendant  Craven  with  this  sum  as  a  partner,  not  on 
the  score  of  having  given  him  credit,  but  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  party  interested  in  the  profit  and  loss  on 
the  transactions  out  of  which  the  balance  in  fiivour  of  the 
plaintifiB  arose.  The  two  defendants  and  Wharton  were 
engaged  in  a  joint  speculation,  and  they  appointed  Rod- 
bartue  as  their  agent  to  conduct  this  speculation*  It  is  ex- 
pressly stated  in  the  case  that  there  was  no  partnerslap 
fund,  and  therefore  it  was  necessary  that  Rodbartusshoald 
raise  the  money  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  specu- 
lation by  drawing  bills ;  and  accordingly  he  drew  bills  to  the 
amount  of  more  than  S,OOOA  But  Rodbartus  was  not 
only  authorized  by  the  necessity  of  the  case,  but  he  had 
an  express  atithority  as  agent  to  draw  upon  Wharton,  and 
he  was  at  the  same  time  informed  that  the  speculatiim  was 
on  the  joint  account  of  the  three,  which  is  found  by  the  case 
to  have  been  true.  The  defendants  therefore  were  connect- 
ed with  these  bill  transactions;  and  as  far  as  these  bills  are 
concerned,  Wharton  may  be  considered  as  the  firm  of  the 
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4hree  joint  speculators ;  for  Rodbartus  was  instructed  to  Sxeh.  tf  PieM, 

1831 

draw  on  WAarton,  for  the  purposes  of  the  joint  speculation. 
South  Carolina  Bank  v.  Case  (a)  is  in  point.  Tfaerei  the 
indorsement  of  the  partner  resident  in  America  was  held 
to  be  the  indorsement  of  the  firm  in  England,  and  to  bind 
the  partners  in  England, 

\Bayley,  B. — In  the  South  Carolina  Bank  v.  Case^  the 
Court  of  King^s  Bench  thought  that  James  Butler  Chugh 
had  virtually  an  authority  to  pledge  the  credit  of  the  firm 
by  an  indorsement  in  his  own  name.  That  portion  of  the 
business  of  the  house  which  was  carried  on  in  America 
was  carried  on  in  his  name.] 

'  fFAar^onV  acceptances  in  the  present  case  were  the  ac- 
ceptances  of  the  firm,  and  the  advance  of  money  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  take  them  up,  was  a  lending  and  advance  of 
money  to  the  three.  Again,  it  is  clear  that  these  bill 
transactions  were  merely  a  mode  of  paying  the  agent 
abroad,  who  might  have  sued  each  ii\dividual  of  the  three. 
This  therefore  was  an  advance  to  all. 

[Bayley,  B. — ^If  you  advance  for  the  use  of  all  at  the 
instance  and  upon  the  credit  of  one,  can  you  sue  all?] 

All  the  partners  appear  to  have  acquiesced  in  this  mode 
of  paying  the  agent.  In  Denton  v.  Rodie  (6),  one  of  seve- 
ral partners,  with  the  privity  of  the  others,  drew  bills  in  his 
own  name  upon  the  partnership,  in  favour  of  persons  who 
advanced  him  the  amount,  which  he  applied  to  the  part- 
nership use;  and  Lord  ElletAorough held,  that,  though  the 
members  of  the  partnership  were  not  liable  on  the  bills, 
they  were  liable  as  being  jointly  indebted  to  the  same 
amount,  as  for  money  lent,  or  money  had  and  received. 

[Bayley,  B. — Because  it  was  considered  that  a  virtual 
authority  to  raise  money  was  to  be  inferred  from  the  course 
of  dealing  abroad,  which  was  adopted  by  the  partners  in 
this  country.  The  plaintiffs  in  this  case  are  merely  the 
agents  of  one  of  the  buyers.  Can  they  be  said  to  have  fur- 
nished money  for  the  use  of  all,  at  t/ie  instance  of  all?] 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  427.  (*)  3  Camp.  493. 
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JBflcA.  ff  Pfaw ,       The  defendants  adopted  all   Whmimis  transactUH& 

1831. 
^  '  ^     Tiiey  made  some  payments.     It  does  not  appear  that  the 

Smitb        defendant  Craven  was  ignorant  that  WharioH  carried  oo 

.CaAvcv.       these  transactions  by  means  of  advances  from  the  plaintifiW 

The  three  joint  specuktors  were  saTed,  by  these  very  adr 

vances^  from  being  sued  for  the  corn  by  the  sellers,  whp 

had  a  clear  right  of  action  against  them  for  the  amount. 

C^munt  for  the  defendant  CraveHf  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  Lynduurst,  C.  B. — It  was  agreed  that  each  of 
these  three  persons  should  contribute  a  third,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  joint  speculation.  It  is  expressly  found  by 
the  case,  that  Craven  did  contribute  his  share.  Nothing 
is  stated  on  the  case  which  tends  to  Bhew  that  Craoeai 
knew  how  the  other  two-thirds  were  raised  by  Wharton 
and  Thompson^  his  partners  in  this  transaction.  How 
could  he  know  that  they  did  not  meet  their  shares  with 
funds  of  their  own?  He  might  suppose  that  Wharton,  to 
whom  the  corn  was  consigned,  might  raise  his  share  on  the 
security  of  the  proceeds.  In  point  of  fact,  Wharton  rais- 
ed the  money  from  the  plaintifis  on  his  own  cvedit,  but  i^ 
does  not  appear  ^at  he  had  Craven*s  authority  for  so  do^ 
ing,  nor  is  it  found  that  Craven  had  any  knowledge  of  hi^ 
proceedings  in  this  respect. 

Bayley,  B. — If  I  supply  my  agent  with  money,  which 
he  misapplies,  and  raises  money  elsewhere,  can  the  per- 
son,  from  whom  he  obtains  the  money,  sue  me  for  the 
amount?  If  this  had  been  a  claim  by  the  seller  of  the  com, 
no  doubt  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  proceed  against 
all  the  parties,  and  might  have  called  upon  them  all  for 
payment.  It  is  nota  claim  by  the  seller,  but  by  the  per- 
son who,  as  between  the  parties  themselves,  is  the  mere 
hand  by  which  the  money  is  advanced.  Wharton  having 
given  collateral  security,  the  plaintiffs,  as  his  agents  and  on 
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bis  credit^  not  knowing  anything  of  the  other  parties^  pay  excH.  ^  PUa*, 
the  money,  and  pay  it  in  discharge  of  that  which  is  the  in-  v_f  _ 
dividual  debt  of  their  principal,  and  of  him  alone.  As 
jigelits  they  had  no  notice  that  they  made  the  payment, 
except  on  the  individual  behalf  of  Whartcn;  be  only  was 
trasted,  and  the  advances  were  made  on  his  credit  akme ; 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  deluded  by  the  prospect  of  a  partner^ 
ship  security,  and  the  daim  must  be  restricted  to  Whariim 
alone.  See  what  a  situation  the  defendant  Craven  would 
be  placed  in  were  it  otherwise;  he  was  justified  in  aruppos* 
ing  that  Wharton's  share  was  raised  out  of  his  own  funds. 
He  finds  that  all  the  bills  are  honoured  when  they  became 
due,  with  funds  which  he  would  naturally  conclude  were 
really  the  funds  of  Wharton;  and  to  my  mind,  it  would 
be  most  unjust  if,  adter  a  lapse  of  time.  Craven  having 
settled  the  full  amount  of  what,  as  between  himself  and 
Wharton,  be  was  bound  to  pay,  a  third  person  were  allov?^ 
ed  to  come  forward  ^nd  say,  "  I  advanced  the  money  on 
the  credit  of  Wharton  only,  but  I  find  that  it  was  appfied 
in  payment  of  your  liabilities,  and  therefore  I  look  to  you.*' 
A  party  is  not  liable  as  a  partner,  except  he  give  to  his 
partaer  express  or  implied  authority  to  pledge  his  credit  in 
the  transaction  out  of  which  the  claim  arises.  Now,  what 
authority  does  Craven  appear  to  have  given  to  Wharton  to 
borrow  this  money  from  the  plaintiffs  ?  It  is  not  sufficient  to 
wff  that  Crao^ft  was  relieved  from  a  liability ;  for,  your  pay- 
ment of  my  debt  does  not  make  me  your  debtor,  unless 
the  pleiyment  be  mad«  at  toy  request.  The  partnership 
was  not  liable  unless  Wharton  had  an  authority  from  them 
te  borrow;  and  no  such  authority,  express  or  implied,  ex- 
ists in  the  present  case. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  Craven  (a). 

(a)  In  the  event  of  a  decision  for  the  application  of  CoUman,  the^ 

the  defendant  Cruveri,  the  plain-  Court  directed  that  they  should 

tiffs  were  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  also  pay  the  costs  of  the  special 

reference  and  award;  and,  upon  case. 
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Under  tbe  4tli 
section  of  the 
statute  1  W.  4, 
c.  22,  the  power 
of  the  Courts  at 
Westmmtterto 
issue  commia- 
dons  for  the  ex« 
aminatioa  of 
witnesses 
abroad,  is  not 
confined  to  cases 
where  the  wit- 
nesses reside 
within  the 
King's  domi- 
nion!. 


DucKETT,  Bart.  v.  Williams. 

After  plea  pleadedi  but  before  issue  was  joined,  R,  V. 
JUchards  for  tbe  defendant,  upon  an  affidavit  that  material 
witnesses  resided  in  Franeef  obtained  a  rule,  under  the 
Stat.  1  W.  4f,  c.  22,  s.  4,  to  shew  cause  why  a  commission 
should  not  issue  to  examine  ¥dtnesses  in  Fraftce,  and  the 
trial  of  the  cause  be  stayed  until  the  commission  should  be 
xeturaed. 

Sedgwick  shewed  cause  and  contended,  that  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Court  under  the  4th  section  of  the  statute  was 
by  the  first  section  confined  to  cases  where  the  witnesses 
resided  within  the  King's  dominions;  and  that  this  was  ma- 
nifest from  the  wording  of  the  first  section,  which  confined 
the  authority  to  places  within  the  King's  dominions,  but  ex- 
tended it  to  all  causes  of  action  wheresoever  the  same  might 
arise,  provided  the  action  was  commenced  in  the  Courts  at 
Westminster. 


Richards,  contra,  submitted  that  the  object  of  the  sta- 
tute was  to  enable  Courts  of  common  law  to  do  that  which 
formerly  could  only  be  done  through  the  intervention  of  a 
Court  of  equity ;  that  the  first  clause  extended  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Stat*  13  Qeo.  3,  c»  63,  to  other  parts  of  his  Ma- 
jesty's dominions,  and  the  fourth  vested  in  the  Judges  a 
discretionary  power  to  issue  »  commission  to  other  coun- 
tries. He  mentioned  the  case  of  Shovey  v«  ShibeUi  (a),  in 
which  the  Court  o(  King's  Bench  had  issued  a  commission 
for  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  France. 

Baylby,  B. — It  is  very  desirable,  particularly  in  cases 
upon  policies  of  insurance,  that  the  Courts  of  common  law 


(a)  9  Maj/,  1831. 
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DUCKETT, 

(Bart). 

V. 

Williams. 


should  have  the  power  of  issuing  commissions  for  the  exa-  Etch,  pf  PkaSf 
mination  of  witnesses  into  all  countries;  and  with  a  view 
to  confer  this  power  upon  Courts  of  law,  the  statute  in 
question  was  passed.  By  the  stat.  13  Geo.  8,  c.  63,  s.  44^ 
power  is  given  to  any  Court,  in  which  an  action  is  depend- 
ing^ to  provide  and  award  a  writ  in  the  nature  of  a  mandnh 
mus  to  the  Judges  in  India  for  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses. Under  that  statute  the  manclafnus  issues  to  the 
Judges,  and,  having  that  provision  in  view,  this  statute,  by 
the  first  section,  extends  that  provision  to  all  places  within 
his  Majesty's  dominions*  Under  the  first  section,  a  writ  in 
the  nature  of  a  mandamus  must  be  directed  to  the  Judges 
within  his  Majesty's  dominions.  Now,  if  it  were  intended 
to  confine  the  act  to  places  within  his  Majesty's  dominions, 
the  first  section  would  seem  to  be  an  adequate  provision, 
and  there  would  be  no  occasion  to  make  provision  for  the 
examination  of  witnesses  under  any  other  commission.  But 
the  fourth  section  provides,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  to  and  for 
each  of  the  Courts  at  Westminster ,  &c.,  to  order  a  commission 
to  issue  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  on  oath,  at  any 
place  or  places  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  where 
the  action  shall  be  depending.  Why  is  a  limited  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  these  words,  or  why  should  the  words 
'  at  any  place  or  places'  be  limited  to  places  widiin  his  Ma- 
jesty's dominions?  If  the  necessity  of  the  case,  or  natural 
justice,  required  it,  of  course  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
Court  so  to  control  the  general  import  of  these  words. 
But  does  natural  justice  require  it?  Is  it  not  expedient 
that  the  Court  should  have  the  power  of  examining  wit- 
nesses who  may  not  be  within  his  Majesty's  dominions? 
Suppose  an  insurance  to  be  made  upon  the  life  of  a  person 
resident  abroad :  if  it  were  necessary  to  prove  that  the  life 
was  insurable,  to  whom  would  you  resort  but  to  persons 
resident  abroad?  and  yet  such  persons  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  come  to  this  country  to  be  examined.  Again,  if 
a  foreign  ship  be  insured  in  this  country,  or  a  ship  be  lost 
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^'^^fi^i^''^  ^^  ^  foreign  coast,  the  testimony  of  witnesses  resident 

abroad  may  be  desirablet  and  yet  there  may  be  great  diffi- 
culty in  obtaining  the  testimony  of  such  witnesses,  if  a  nar- 
row construction  be  pnt  upon  this  stat^te•  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  act  would  fall  short  of  the  beneficial  intention  of 
the  Legislature,  to  be  gathered  from  its  language,  were  we 
to  say  that  it  was  confined  to  the  examination  of  witnesses 
in  places  within  his  Majesty's  dominions.  The  act  may 
not  be  obligatory,  and  the  Court  may  exercise  a  discretion, 
to  be  regulated  by  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  whether 
it  will  issue  a  commission ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  the 
power  of  the  Court  to  issue  a  commission  is  confined  to 
places  within  his  Majesty's  dominions*  We  are  confirmed 
in  this  construction  by  the  course  which  has  been  adopted 
by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench. 


.  Garrow,  B.,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  consider  this  to  be  a  remedial  law,  and 
that,  as  such}  it  should  be  construed  largely.  Indeed,  the 
provisions  of  the  4th  section  would  be  nugatory,  did  they 
not  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present.  The  Ist  section  pro- 
vides for  all  places  within  his  Majesty's  dominions;  but 
the  4th  vests  in  the  Judges  a  discretion  to  issue  a  commis- 
sion to  any  place  or  places  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.  The  issuing  of  the  commission  must  depend  upon 
the  discretion  of  the  Court.  But  to  say  that  the  4th  section 
only  extends  to  places  within  his  Majesty's  dominions, 
would  defeat  the  plainly  expressed  intention  of  the  Legisla- 
ture. 


BoLLAND,  B. — I  entirely  agree  with  die  rest  of  the 
Court.  It  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  the  policy  of  this 
act  is  to  avoid  the  difficulty  in  which  parties  formerly  were, 
who  were  desirous  of  examining  witnesses  abroad.  Be- 
fore this  statute,  the  examination  could  only  be  obtained 
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(except  by  consent)  through  a  Court  of  equity;  and  if  tbe 
defendant  were  desirous  of  obtaining  the  examination,  he 
must  have  moved  to  stay  the  trial  in  the  Court  of  law.  I 
am  aware  of  the  difficulty  of  executing  such  commissions, 
luid  of  examining  witnessess  abroad ;  but  it  frequently  bap- 
pens,  that  witnesses  who  are  unwilling  to  visit  this  coun* 
try,  may  be  ready  to  give  their  testimony  if  examined 
abroad ;  and  the  parties  are  not,  merely  on  account  of  the 
difficulty,  to  be  deprived  of  their  legal  rights. 


Ejth.  tf  Pkm$, 
1831. 


DUCXBTT 
(Bart.) 

V. 

Williams. 


Rule  absolute  (a). 


(a)  The  terms  were  to  be  set- 
tled by  the  counsel,  and  if  they 
could  not  agree,  a  further  appli- 
cation was  to  be  made  to  the  Court. 


See  the  form  of  the  affidavit,  or- 
der, and  commission.  Price, Prad. 
App.  669—668. 


Simons  v.  Folkenham. 

JlHIS  was  a  country  cause,  in  which  issue  was  joined  in 
Hilary  Term,  but  no  notice  of  trial  was  given  for  the  en- 
suing assizes.  A  rule  nisi  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit  having  been  obtained  in  this  term — 

'.  Sir  fFiUiam  Owen  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that 
the  motion  was  premature.  He  cited  the  case  oiRedward 
V.  Way{d)i  and  the  rule  of  Court,  Easter  Term,  1824  (&), 
by  which  it  is  ordered  that  no  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit  be  granted  in  the  next  term  after  issue  joined, 
unless  tbe  plaintiff  has  given  notice  of  trial,  and  neglected 
'to  proceed  to  trial;  and  contended,  upon  the  authority  of 
-Crowley  r.  Dean{€)^  and  Spiers  v.  Parker  {d)^  that  the 


Where  iuue  is 
joined  in  an  is- 
suable term  in 
a  country  causf, 
and  no  notice  of 
trial  is  given  for 
the  eoauiog  as- 
sises, the  de- 
fendant  cannot 
move  for  judg- 
ment as  in  case 
ofa  nonsuit,  un- 
til the  term  next 
after  the  second 
assizes. 


(a)  13  Price,  463. 
(*)  M'Clel.  708. 


(f)  Ante^  p.  18. 
(</)  lb.  n. 
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Ex^  ^  Pkoi,  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  no  default^  issue  liaving  been 
^    joined  in  Hilary  Tenn,  an  issuable  tenn,  and  no  notice  of 
SiMOMi       trial  given  for  the  next  assises. 

V. 
FOLKBMHAIC. 

Baylby,  B. — If  issue  is  joined  in  the  tenn  immediately 
before  the  assizes,  and  a  rule  of  Court  directs  that  judg- 
ment as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  shall  not  be  granted  in  the 
next  term  after  issue  joined,  unless  notice  of  trial  has  been 
given,  it  is  clear,  upon  every  principle  of  common  senset 
that  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  cannot  be  moved 
for  in  a  country  cause,  where  no  notice  of  trial  has  heica 
given,  until  the  term  after  the  second  assizes.  The  rule 
means,  that  you  cannot  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of 
a  nonsuit,  where  no  notice  of  trial  has  been  given,  in  a  town 
cause,  until  the  second  term  after  that  in  which  issue  is 
joined ;  and,  in  a  country  cause,  until  the  term  after  the 
cond  assizes  after  issue  joined. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Page  v.  Carew. 

AmSpfffui,tett-  uOHN  JERVIS  moved  to  set  aside  the  service  of  the 

and  served  on^'  ^^^PY  ^^  ^^^  subpoBna  in  this  csusc.    The  process  was  test- 

S^A^f  defend  r  ed  the  9th  May,  was  served  upon  the  19th  of  the  same 

ant  to  appear  month,  and  required  the  defendant  to  appear  be&re  the 

the  2i8t  day  of  BaTOUs  on  Monday,  the  Slist  day  of  March  instant. 

March  hutant:'** 
«*The  Court  re- 
fused to  setaside      Per  Curiam. — The  process  cannot  mislead ;  in  its  pre- 

sent  form  it  is  inconsistent,  but  if  the  words  ''  of  ilforcA" 

be  rejected,  it  will  stand,  that  the  defendant  is  to  appear 

on  the  21st  instant,  which,  by  reference  to  the  teste^  is  the 

month  of  May,    The  word  instant  could  not  be  rejected, 

because  the  23rd  of  March  is  not  in  term. 

Rule  refused. 
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Exeh.  of  Pkm, 
1831. 

Dq£  d.  Lewis  v.  Thomas  Preece. 

tliJECTMENT.    The  tenants  in  possession  were  C.  Upon  Um  trial 
Preece  and  T.  Muilow,  who  were  served  with  declarations  ^leJam^wdiCA^ 
m  ejectment,  and  appeared ;  but  the  defendant  was  after*  fendant)  pro- 
wards  permitted  to  come  in  and  defend  as  landlord.   C.  the  tenants  in 
Preece  had  been  in  possession  of  all  the  property  for  near-  ^^^^^^ruoi^ 
ly  forty  years,  up  to  the  year  1836,  when  she  let  a  part  to  ***«  property, 

upon  wnom 

Matiow.    When  the  cause  was  tried,  at  the  last  Lent  As-  ejectments  had 
'Siaes  for  Herefordshire^  before  Mr.  Justice  Park^  Godson^  prove^nadvene 
ibr  the  defendant,  proposed  to  call  the  tenants  in  posses-  ^^^^°''' 
sion  to  prov.e  an  adverse  possession  against  the  lessor  of  the  held  to  be  in- 
plaintiff;  but  the  competency  of  these  witnesses  was  ob-  the  Coun  refua- 
jected  to,  because,  by  giving  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  they  the*qn«S^n!°^ 
were  upholding  their  own  possession:  Doe  d.  Faster  y.  whether  they 

were  competent 

WilUafns{a)i  and  also,  because,  being  identified  with  the  to  prove  the 
defendant,  a  judgment  against  him  would  be  evidence  ^^otherl'he- 
against  them  in  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  particularly  ?"^  ^\^^ 
in  the  case  of  C  Preece,  who  held  the  whole  property  been  pointed  out 
until  the  year  1826.    The  witnesses  were  rejected,  and  intimated  a'n 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict.  tS  weJe'not 


In  Easier  Term,  Godson  obtained  a  rule^  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  contending,  that,  as  the  landlord  was  the  only  defend- 
ant on  the  record,  the  tenants  were  admissible,  at  least  to 
prove  the  possession  of  each  other,  as  they  could  only  be 
liable  respectively  for  the  mesne  profits  of  that  part  which 
each  held. 

Rfissettf  Seijt,  who  was  to  have  shewn  cause  with  Ted- 
fowrd^  after  stating  that  it  was  proposed  Xo  examine  the 
witnesses  without  any  qualification,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court,  who  called  upon — 

(a)  Gowp.621. 

VOL.  I.  N  N 


competent  for 
any  purpose. 


1831. 
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ExeK  ofPkatt  Godsoti,  to  support  his  rule. — He  admitted  that,  al- 
though he  intended  to  confine  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
nesses to  the  occupation  of  each  other,  and  did  not  intend 
to  examine  them  as  to  th^  own  occupation,  he  had  not 
drawn  the  attention  of  the  learned  Judge  to  that  dis- 
tinction. 

Lord  LykdhursT)  C.  B. — If  you  did  not,  at  the  trial, 
state  the  distinction  which  you  now  say  was  passing  in  your 
mind,  you  cannot  make  that  distinction  the  ground  for 
a  new  trid.  You  should  have  stated  at  the  trial  the  mode 
in  which  you  proposed  to  use  the  evidence  of  the  wit- 
nesses. 

Bayley,  B. — You  cannot  call  a  person  as  a  general  wit- 
ness, and  afterwards,  upon  hb  rejection,  say  that  he  was 
intended  for  a  particular  purpose  only.  Howerer,  ao  in- 
justice is  done  to  the  defendant;  for,  in  reality,  these  wit- 
nesses were  identified  with  the  premises  and  with  the  de- 
fendant, and,  being  tenants  in  possession  at  the  time  the 
ejectment  was  brought  and  served,  the  judgment  in  qect- 
ment  would  be  evidence  against  them  of  the  title  of  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff*,  in  an  action  for  mesne  profits. 

Rule  disdiarged. 


Anonymous. 
Bail  who  live      RiCHARDS  moved  to  justify  bail  by  affidavit.    One  of 

within  ten  miles     ,      •     ..  i         ••      i  •  i*        •     cy  m 

of  the  city  of      the  bail  was  descnbed  as  residmg  m  Somers  Town. 

London  or  West- 
minster, most 

jusUfyinper-         Sir  TV.  Owen  submitted  that  the  bail  should  justify  ia 

son,  and  not  by  i/»i  »• 

affldaTit  person,  and  referred  to  the  stat.  4  rr .  ^  M.  c.  4,  s.  & 

The  Master  said,  that  the  practice  was  conformable  to 
the  statute ;  and  upon  payment  of  costs  further  time  was  al- 
lowed for  the  bail  to  justify  in  person. 
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EmH.  of  Pieas, 
1&31. 


Thomas  r.  Elder. 

1  HE  venire  faeUu  ad  respondendum  ia  thu  case  was  re-  Quar$,  whether 
tumaUe  on  the  23rd  May.    The  defendant  resided  in  Mid-  Ser'thTHacute ' 
dleee^.  On  the  25th.  While  moved  for  a  distringas,  which  ;;;^Jii^"y'ip;„ 
was  smnted.    The  officer  hesitated  to  issue  the  writ.    Ac-  <^e  return  of 

the  venire. 

cording  to  the  old  practice,  before  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4.     semhu,  that 
e.  71 .  3*  5>  the  defendant  had  four  days  from  the  return  of  which°a  JL*lr^- 
the  venire  to  appear,  after  execution  of  the  process  of  re-  ^^  "*y  *"^^ 
mre,  either  by  personal  service  of  the  Sheriff's  warrant  or  of  the  vemre,  is 

■,  .  i_      1        •         -^      a.  !_•        1  i»  in  the  diacrction 

summons  on  the  party,  or  by  leaving  it  at  his  place  of  of  the  Court. 
abode :  by  the  statute^  where  the  defendant  is  served  per- 
sonally with  the  venire,  be  has  eiglit  days  to  appear  after 
the  return  thereof:  and  the  doubt  was.  whether  four  or 
eight  days  should  elapse  after  the  return  of  the  vemre 
before  the  distringas  under  this  statute  issued ;  or  whether 
the  distringas  might  issue  immediately,  upon  the  return 
of  the  venire. 

White  contended,  that,  upon  the  terms  of  the  statute,  it 
might  issue  immediately ;  and  that  the  words ''  within  eight 
days  after  the  return  thereof.  *'  applied  to  the  return  of  the 
distringas  and  not  to  the  return  of  the  venire,  which  could 
not  be  personally  served. 

Bayley.  B.«*The  meaning  of  the  statute  may  be  this — 
where  the  defendant  is  personally  served  with  original  pro- 
cess, the  plaintiff  may.  if  the  defendant  does  not  appear 
within  ei^t  days,  appear  for  him;  or.  if  a  distringas  issue 
under  an  order  of  the  Court,  and  be  executed,  then,  within 
ei^t  days  after  the  return  of  the  distringas,  the  plaintiff 
may  appear  for  the  defendant:  reddendo  singula  singulis 
eight  days  after  the  return  of  process  personally  served,  and 
eight  days  after  the  return  of  the  distringas.    Before  the 

nn2 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  statute,  the  defendant  was  summoned,  and  the  (Usiringas 

1831  .  . 

could  not  issue  till  four  days  after  the  return  of  the  venire. 

The  statute,  however,  is  not  obligatory  upon  the  Court.    It 

leaves  them  to  exerdse  a  sound  dbcretion;  and,  if  they 

think  the  plaintiff  comes  too  hastily,  they  may  delay  the 

distringas  for  a  reasonable  time.     I  do  not  however  think 

it  necessary  to  lay  down  any  general  rule,  because  I  think 

that  the  time  within  which  the  distringas  should  issue  is 

a  matter  properly  within  the  discretion  of  the  Court.     If 

the  defendant  is  served  personally,  the  plaintiff  may  enter 

an  appearance  within  eight  days;  but,  if  he  keeps  out  of  the 

way,  he  may  in  one  view  of  the  case  gain  additional  time* 

We  do  not  propose  to  give  any  opinion  now  upon  this  point, 

because  it  is,  with  several  others,  imder  the  consideradon 

of  the  Judges  of  the  Court ;  but  the  distringas  in  this  case 

may  now  issue,  this  being  the  eighth  day  after  the  return 

of  the  venire. 

Rule  accordingly  (a), 
(a)  No  opinion  was  expressed  upon  this  point  daring  the  term. 


Field  p.  Raddbn. 

Time  of  usuing  JLN  Michaelmas  Term,  John  Jervis  obtained  a  distringas 
a  distringas  before  eight  days  after  the  return  of  the  venire.  The  offi- 
cers would  not  draw  up  the  rule;  and  now,  the  eight  days 
having  expired,  he  moved,  that  the  distringas  might  issue, 
with  a  view  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to  the 
time  when  the  distringas  might  be  bsued. 

The  branch  of  the  5th  section  of  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo. 
4,  c.  71,  which  gives  the  distringas,  imposes  no  limitation 
as  to  the  time  within  which  the  distringas  is  to  issue. 
Eight  days  must  elapse  before  an  appearance  is  entered ; 
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but  that  must  mean  after  the  return  of  a  writ  personally  £<«A.  0/  Pieas, 
served,  or  of  the  distringas  issued  under  the  former  branch 
of  the  section ;  for,  otherwise,  a  party  who  fraudulently 
keeps  out  of  the  way,  which  the  issuing  of  a  distringas 
assumes,  would  be  in  a  better  situation  than  a  party  per- 
sonally served;  for,  he  would  have  either  twelve  or  sixteen 
days  to  appear,  according  as  the  Court  should  adopt  the 
ancient  practice  of  proceeding  by  venire  or  distringas,  or 
what  is  said  to  be  the  construction  of  the  act  of  Parlia^ 
ment 

Per  Curiam, — The  eight  days  have  expired,  and  the 
writ  may  now  issue.  It  is  reasonable  that  the  defendant 
should  have  some  time  to  appear;  but  we  will  not  now  ex- 
press any  opinion  upon  the  construction  of  the  statute. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Hawkes  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Stephen  Dunn,  r. 

Samuel  Dunn. 

jTrOVER  for  bacon.  At  the  trial,  before  Taunton^  J.,  The  agent  of  a 
at  the  kst  Lent  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Somerset^  the  J^^§e  hhS- 
following  appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the  case: — The  seirrespoiuibie 

.  ,     ,tw*  •  n   r«       t        vx  1  for  the  price  of 

plamtiffs  were  assignees  of  Stephen  JDwin,  under  a  com-  goods,  may  stop 
mission  of  bankrupt,  dated  18th  May,  1830,  and  the  as-  SUS^rlh^ 
siimment  to  them  was  dated  18th  June,  1830.     The  bank-  ^^^^  reached  a 

^  certain  place,  he 

give  them  a  no** 
destination  in  furtherance  of  the  bankrupt's  business,  and  in  the  course  of  the  bankrupt's  trade, 
when  thej  arrite  at  the  place  of  such  destination,  they  vest  in  the  bankrupt,  and  pass  to  his  as- 
signees. 

A  defendant  received  from  A,  some  bacon,  really  the  property  of  a  bankrupt,  and  the  messenger 
under  the  commission  asked  him  if  he  had  not  got  some  bacon  of  the  bankrupt;  to  which  he  re- 
plied that  he  had  some  belonging  to  A. ;  upon  which  the  messenger  desired  him  to  take  care  of  it, 
and  not  part  with  it,  as  more  would  be  heard  of  it.  Afterwards  the  defendant  allowed  the  bacon  to 
be  returned  by  A,  to  the  person  from  whom  J,  had  received  it: — Held,  that  this  was  evidence  of 
a  oonvenion. 
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Exch.  rf  Pieai,  rupt  bad  removed  from  WiveUscombe  to  Exeter  about  llie 

1831* 

year  18^.  He  changed  his  residence  six  or  seren  times, 
and  carried  on  different  trades  in  Eaaeter.  In  tbe  month 
ofJufWf  1829,  he  remored  to  a  shop  in  Fare  Sireett  £^ 
eier,  to  which  his  son  Edwin  and  his  daughter  Afme  had 
removed  a  few  months  before,  and  in  which  the  business 
of  a  cheese,  bacon,  and  flour  shop  was  carried  on,  the  name 
ofE.  Dunn  ^  Co.  being  over  the  door.  Edwin  was  aged 
eighteen,  and  Anne  twenty-two. 

It  appeared  that  one  Shepherd,  a  provision  dealer  and 
grocer  at  Plymouth,  at  the  end  of  1829,  and  through  18S0, 
had  supplied  Edwin  Dunn  with  bacon.  On  the  Ist  June, 
1830,  he  sent  him  the  two  bales  of  bacon  in  question,  by 
the  waggon  from  Plymouth,  directed  to  E.  Dunn  %  Co., 
Exeter,  This  bacon  arrived  at  the  waggon  warehouse  at 
Exeter,  but  never  was  taken  to  the  Fore  Street  shop.  £. 
Dunn  met  it  at  the  waggon  office,  and  his  father  being  then 
in  prison,  he  sent  it  on  to  his  uncle,  the  defendant,  at 
WiveUscombe;  at  which  place,  it  appeared,  that  E.  Dunn 
had  before  obtained  some  orders  for  bacon.  The  messen- 
ger under  the  commission  went,  on  the  8th  June,  to  the 
defendant  at  WiveUscombe,  and  told  him,  that  he  came  for 
some  bacon  which  had  belonged  to  Stephen  Dunn,  the 
bankrupt,  and  asked  him  if  he  had  not  got  it*  The  de« 
fendant  said  that  he  had  some,  but  none  that  belonged  to 
Stephen  Dunn;  it  had  come  from  EdwifCs  and  Annis  shop 
in  Exeter*  The  messenger  told  him  to  take  care  of  it,  and 
not  to  part  with  it,  as  more  would  be  heard  of  it;  and  told 
him  who  he  was,  and  shewed  him  his  warranto  The  mes- 
senger went  agaui  to  the  defendant's  on  the  ^th,  and  ask* 
ed  him  again  for  the  bacon.  He  then  said,  that  he  had  sent 
it  back  to  the  place  from  whence  it  came.  In  point  of  fact, 
the  bacon  had  been  sent  back  to  Exeter,  and  Shepherd, 
the  vendor,  had  obtained  possession  of  it  at  the  waggon 
office  at  Exeter  on  paying  the  carriage. 

The  defence  being  that  the  shop  was  bond  fide  carried 
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on  by  the  children  of  the  bankruptj  the  learned  Judge  left  J&re^.  rf  PUntt 

that  point,  on  the  factSi  to  the  Jury,  holding  that  what 

took  place  at  fPivel%$combe  was  a  sufficient  conversion,  and 

telliog  the  jury,  if  they  thought  the  business  and  stock  in 

trade  in  the  shop  in  Fore  Street  were  really  the  property 

of  Stephen  Dwrn,  that  they  ought  to  find  for  the  plain- 

tiffs. 

The  Jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  da* 
niages  8/.,  Wilde,  Serjt.,  in  Easter  Term  last,  obtained 
H  rule  for  anew  trial,  on  two  grounds--;/fr«/,  that  there  was 
no  conversion ;  and  secondly,  that,  as  the  bacon  had  never 
been  delivered  at  the  shop,  and  had  been  supplied  on  the 
credit  of  £.  Dunn,  and  had  received  a  new  destination 
from  E.  Dunn,  it  could  not  pass  to  the  assignees;  or,  at 
least,  they  could  not  claim  it  without  indemnifying  him. 
On  the  first  point,  Alexander  v,  Southey  (a),  Green  v. 
thinn  (6),  and  Wilson  v.  Anderton  (c),  were  cited. 

Crowder  and  Follett  now  shewed  cause. — On  the  evi« 
dence  in  the  cause,  the  Jury  entertained  no  doubt  but  that 
the  property  and  business  in  the  shop  belonged  to  the 
bankrupt,  and  that  the  possession  and  apparent  ownership 
of  the  children  were  colourable  and  fraudulent.  Then,  what 
was  there  to  distinguish  the  bacon  in  question  from  that 
in  the  shop  ?  The  whole  was  in  the  order  of  the  bankrupt; 
and  Edwin,  the  son,  merely  acted  as  his  father's  agent.  He 
forwarded  the  bacon  exactly  as  his  father  would  have  done, 
and  in  pursuance  and  furtherance  of  the  business  of  the 
shop*  It  was  in  evidence,  that  E,  Dunn  had  been  before 
over  at  Wiveliscombe,  and  had  obtained  orders  for  bacon. 
Secondly,  the  learned  Judge  was  right  in  considering  that 
the  facts  proved  amounted  to  a  conversion.  The  messen- 
ger shewed  the  defendant  his  warrant,  and  demanded  the 
bacon;  and  when  the  defendant  said  that  it  had  come  from 

(a)  6  B.  &  A.  247.      (6)  3  Camp.  215,  n.      (c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  460. 
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^^^'iMi^'^'  the  shop  of  Edwin  and  Anne,  the  messenger  desired  hint 

to  take  care  of  it  and  not  to  part  with  it,  as  more  would  be 
heard  about  it  When  the  messenger  returned  subsequent- 
ly, he  found  that  the  defendant  had  sent  it  away.  Surely, 
if  the  demand  and  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  on  the  first 
occasion  did  not  amount  to  a  conversion,  the  subsequent- 
ly parting  with  the  bacon,  after  notice,  was  a  conversion. 
It  was  put  by  the  other  side,  that  he  wished  to  have  no- 
thing to  do  with  it,  and  that  he  could  not  be  made  a  baQee 
against  his  will.  He  must,  however,  take  the  consequences, 
if  he  choose  to  take  upon  himself  to  decide  the  question 
of  property.  He  receives  the  goods  from  the  bankrupt, 
and  he  chooses  to  take  upon  himself  the  disposition  of 
them.  In  the  present  case,  there  was  not  merely  a  conver- 
sion proved  by  demand  and  refusal  (a),  but  there  was  an 
actual  disposition  of  the  property.  Alexander  v.  SotUhey^ 
which  was  cited  when  this  rule  was  obtained,  is  not  at  all 
applicable. 

[Bayley,  B. — In  that  case  the  servant  had  no  posses- 
sion]. 

[Bolkmd,  B. — Mr.  Serjt.  Wilde  contended,  that  the  de- 
fendant could  not  be  made  a  bailee  against  his  own  con- 
sent]. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  any  expression  of  dissent  on 
such  ground.  The  defendant  did  not  qualify  his  refusal 
in  any  reasonable  way.  If,  on  the  demand  being  made,  he 
did  not  choose  to  be  a  bailee,  he  should  have  given  them 
up,  or,  at  least,  have  given  some  reasonable  excuse  for  re- 
fusing. He  might  at  least  have  said,  thaft  he  would  not 
hold  the  property;  but  he  acquiesced  in  the  direction  of 
the  messenger  to  take  care  of  and  keep  the  bacon,  and 


(a)  Baldtoin  y.  Coles,  6  Mod.      ham  v.  Stww,  2  Saund.  47  g,  Mrere 
212;   Wilson  y.  Anderion,  1  Darn,      cited. 
&  Ad.  460;  and  note  to  Wilbra- 
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then  he  took  upon  himself  to  decide  the  question  of  pro-  ^^^^Z"'^' 
perty,  and  disposed  of  the  goods. 

Erstine  and  Bere  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  defend- 
ant had  a  right  to  return  this  property  to  the  person  from 
whom  it  had  been  sent.  There  was  no  conversion  proved 
at  the  trial,  and  the  question  as  to  the  property  in  the 
bacon  was  not  properly  left  to  the  Jury.  It  did  not  follow 
of  necessity,  that,  because  the  property  in  the  shop  belong- 
ed to  the  father,  the  bacon  in  question  also  belonged 
to  him. .  That  question,  therefore,  should  have  been  left 
to  the  Jury.  Whilst  the  goods  were  in  the  uncle's  hands, 
he  held  them  as  agent  of  Edwin,  who  had  a  clear  lien 
for  the  price,  for  which  he  had,  as  agent  for  his  father, 
rendered  himself  responsible.  Edwin  never  parted  with 
the  possession  so  as  to  divest  this  lien,  which  he  was  en- 
titled to  retain,  until  the  goods  reached  the  purchaser. 
The  defendant  held  them  as  his  agent,  and  might  insist 
upon  his  rights,  and  return  the  goods  to  him.  The  goods 
had  never  gone  out  of  the  possession  of  Edwin;  for,  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  was  his  possession.  Then,  as 
to  the  conversion,  the  defendant  could  not  be  made  a  bailee 
against  his  will.  There  could  be  no  conversion  unless  it 
had  been  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  keep  the  goods. 
He  was  not  bound  to  obey  the  direction  of  the  messenger, 
and  he  never  assented  to  it.  He  was  not  a  bailee  for  value, 
which  distinguishes  this  case  from  that  of  Barclay  v.  De^ 
vereux  (a),  where  the  warehouseman,  a  bailee  for  value, 
had  misdelivered  goods  contrary  to  the  knowledge  which 
he  ought,  in  point  of  law,  to  have  had,  and  the  Court  held 
that  the  misdelivery  was  not  an  innocent  one.  The  pre- 
sent was  an  innocent  delivery  within  the  principle  of  that 
case,  and  did  not  amount  to  a  conversion.  . 

(a)  2  B.  &  A.  702. 
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^^^^sai^*^'      Lord  Lyndhubst,  C.  B,— I  am  of  opinion  that  there 

ought  not  to  be  a  new  trial  in  this  case.  We  must  astUBie 
from  the  evidence  and  the  finding  of  the  Jury  in  this  case^ 
that  the  business  in  the  shop  was  carried  on  by  the  chil- 
dren for  their  father,  the  bankrupt,  and  that  the  goods  in 
question  were  ordered  for  the  father  by  the  son,  as  agent 
for  his  father,  and  consequently,  in  point  of  law,  that  they 
were  ordered  by  the  father,  and  they  were  so  ordered 
that  they  might  ultimately  be  forwarded  to  Wheliseombe^ 
for  the  purposes  of  the  father's  trade.  I  thought,  on  the 
first  view  of  this  case,  that  Edtrin  Dwm  had,  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  protecting  himself,  given  a  new  destination  to  these 
goods ;  and,  if  the  facts  of  the  case  had  borne  out  that  view 
of  it,  I  might  have  been  of  opinion  that  he  had  a  right  so 
to  protect  himself:  but  it  appears  that  this  bacon  waa  for- 
warded from  Exeter  to  Wiveliscombe  in  pursuance  of  the 
intention  with  which  it  was  purchased.  It  reached  its 
destination;  and  then  it  must  be  considered  as  having 
been  delivered  to  the  defendant  at  fPiveUscfnlUfe  by  the 
father,  and  all  control  over  it  by  Edwin  Dunn  was  at  an 
end. 

As  to  the  second  point,  it  is  sud  that  there  was  no 
conversion.  In  consequence  of  the  bankruptcy  having 
transferred  the  property  to  the  assignees,  the  messenger 
goes  to  the  defendant.  He  does  not,  as  I  understand  the 
evidence,  distinctly  demand  the  goods ;  perhaps  he  had  no 
means  of  immediately  carrying  them  away.  Having  ascer- 
tained, however,  that  the  goods  were  in  the  defendant's 
possessicfn,  he  shews  him  his  authority,  and  gives  him  no- 
tice not  to  part  with  the  bacon.  It  might,  perhaps,  have 
been  competent  to  him  to  have  refused  to  keep,  or  to  have 
any  thing  to  do  with  it,  and,  had  he  done  so,  the  messenger 
would  probably  have  seised  the  goods;  but  he  makes  no 
such  refusal,  and  we  may  therefore  presume  that  he  ac- 
quiesced. Afterwards,  however,  on  the  application  oi Edwin 
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Dunn,  he  takes  upon  himself  to  deal  with  the  property,  and  ^^\^x^^*"' 

io  determine  the  right  to  it,  and  he  sends  it  back«   I  think,  v.,...^^.!-^ 

therefore,  that  these  facts  afforded  strong  evidence  of  a  Havkes 

•conyersion;  and  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  Dunn. 
discharged. 

.  Baylky,  B.-^I  agree  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. In  the  first  place,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  pro- 
perty had  duly  vested  in  the  father.  It  appears  from  the 
evidence,  and  is  found  by  the  Jury,  that  the  business  was 
the  business  of  Stephen  Dunn,  the  bankrupt.  Edwin 
i>fmit represented  that  the  business  was  his;  but  the  Jury 
were  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  father's.  The  son,  in  his 
evidence  at  the  trial,  did  not  make  any  difference  between 
this  and  the  other  property  in  the  business,  but  he  treated 
all  as  standing  on  the  same  footing.  Therefore,  the  learn- 
ed Judge  was  perfectly  right  in  not  making  any  difference 
between  this  and  the  other  property. 
I  The  goods  in  question  were  originally  sold  on  the  ere- 
dit  of  the  son,  according  to  what  appeared  to  be  the  usual 
.course  of  the  business.  They  were  originally  directed  to 
Exeter;  when  they  arrived  at  that  place,  they  received  a 
new  destination,  and  if  it  had  appeared  that  Edwin  had 
given  to  the  property  a  new  direction,  adversely  to  his  fa- 
ther, and  for  his  own  protection,  I  should  have  thought 
him  justified  in  so  doing,  and  that  he  would  have  been 
protected;  but,  instead  of  that,  the  new  direction  was  given 
in  furtherance  of  the  business  of  the  shop.  Thus,  Edwin 
appeared  to  act  in  this  transjaction  as  the  agent  of,  and  for 
the  benefit  of  his  father,  and  the  property  vested  in  the 
lather. 

Was  there  then  evidence  of  a  conversion  to  go  to  the  Ju- 
ry! It  appears  that  the  messenger  under  the  commission 
went  to  the  defendant,  and  asked  him,  **  have  you  not  got 
some  bacon,  the  property  o(  Stephen  Dunn»"  The  de- 
fendant says,  ''  No,  but  I  have  some  of  Edwin  and  Anne 


ii 


Dumr. 
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jSnrA.  4  Pkat,  Ihom'sJ^  The  messenger  then  shewed  his  wairant,  and 
.  *^^^'  ^  desired  the  defendant  not  to  part  with  the  bacon.  Now, 
Hawkes  if  the  defendant  had  said»  ''  I  received  this  bacon  firom 
other  persons,  and  can  only  part  with  it  to  them,"*  the  mes- 
senger would  possibly  have  seixed  it.  He  may,  therefore, 
fairly  be  considered  as  having  agreed  that  it  should  remain 
in  his  keeping.  Afterwards  the  messenger  applies  again, 
and  the  defendant  tells  him  that  he  has  deUvered  the  baoon 
back  to  the  parties  from  whom  he  had  received  it  This 
conduct  was  quite  inconsistent  with  the  undertaking  to 
keep  it,  which  may  be  fairly  implied  from  hb  silence;  and 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  tlie  present  rule  should  be 
discharged. 

Vaugham,  B. — ^This  is  an  action  of  trover  brought  by 
the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  to  recover  the  value  of  two 
bales  of  bacon ;  and  it  is  necessary  that  the  plaintiflb  should 
make  out  their  property  in  the  goods,  and  shew  that  die 
defendant  converted  them.  With  respect  to  the  question 
of  property,  the  struggle  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  busi- 
ness belonged  to  the  bankrupt  or  to  his  son  Edwin  Dtam. 
Such  a  case  is  always  one  of  great  suspicion ;  and  here  it 
should  be  remembered  that  the  father  was  in  prison.  The 
verdict  was  only  for  8^,  and  therefore  the  Court  would 
not  interfere  unless  there  were  misdirection.  The  Jury 
thought  that  the  business  belonged  to  the  father,  and  the 
evidence  appears  to  have  been  sufficient  to  warrant  them 
in  so  finding. 

The  bacon  appears  to  have  been  bought  on  the  credit 
of  the  son.  Admitting  that  the  son  had  pledged  his  cre- 
dity  the  question  is,  whether,  on  receiving  the  goods  at  Ex- 
eier,  he  did  not  cease  to  act  as  the  purchaser,  and  begin  to 
act  as  the  agent  of  his  father.  Then,  in  pursuance  of  orders 
he  had  before  obtained,  he  sent  the  goods  to  WiveUscambe 
in  furtherance  of  the  business  of  the  shop.  This  is  con- 
sistent with  his  sending  them  on  for  bis  father. 
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It  appears  to  me  also,  that  there  was  evidence  of  a  con-  Bx^  qf  Pkwt 
version.  It  would  not  be  too  much,  perhaps,  to  say,  that 
there  was  evidence  of  a  demand  and  refusal.  The  mes- 
senger came  for  the  bacon,  and  told  the  defendant  so ;  and 
I  do  not  know  that  any  formal  demand  was  necessary. 
However,  the  defendant  afterwards  parts  with  it  out  of 
his  possession,  with  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  title;  and  that 
was  clearly  evidence  of  a  conversion. 

BoLLAND,  B. — My  only  difficulty  has  been  as  to  the  con- 
version. The  other  points  of  the  case  have  been  settled 
by  the  finding  of  the  Jury.  I  do  not  find  enough  to  satis- 
fy my  mind  that  there  was  a  demand  and  refusal  on  the  oc- 
casion of  the  messenger  first  going  over  to  the  defendant. 
As  to  what  happened  on  the  second  occasion,  it  has  been 
put,  that  a  man  cannot  be  made  a  bailee  against  his  will; 
and,  if  the  defendant  in  this  case  had  stood  on  that  ground, 
and  had  told  the  messenger  at  the  time  that  he  would 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  goods,  I  should  have  thought 
that  there  was  a  great  deal  in  that  argument.  But,  when 
the  messenger  demanded  the  goods,  the  defendant  lulled 
him  into  security,  and  led  him  to  believe  that  he  would  act 
as  a  warehouseman  or  bailee;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  his 
parting  with  the  goods  after  such  acquiescence  was  evi- 
dence of  a  conversion  by  him;  and,  therefore,  that  this  rule 
should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


warranty. 
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Etch,  of  Pieoi, 
1831. 

"'"""'^  Dob  rf.  Thomas  r.  Jones. 

^.,  teiant  for     £2 JECTMENT  on  the  demise  of  Charles  Thomas.— 

B^'^^^feXr  ^^  ^^®  ^"^»  *'®''^^®  Patieson,  J.,  at  tbe  L<?»<  Assizes 
iife,remainderto  for  tfae  couDty  of  Monmouih,  it  appeared,  that  tbe  land 
body  of  B.  by  ^.  ID  questioQ  had  been  settled  upon  Adam  Thomas,  tbe 
a^t^^^ci  grandfather  of  Charles  Thomas,  the  lessor  of  tbe  plain- 
A,  and  A,  in      fiff  for  life,  remainder  to  Catherine  Thomas,  tbe  grand- 

their  lifettme,  le-  , 

vies  a  ^ne  come  mother  of  the  lessor  of  tbe  plaintiiF,  for  life,  remainder 
prociiunations!'  ^  the  heirs  of  tbe  body  of  Caiherme  by  Adam  to  be 
cUu^^ofwi^*  begotten.  Catherine,  the  grandmother,  died  in  17S8; 
ranty:  c.  sur-  Adam,  the  grandfather,  in  IS02»  Johm  Thomas,  the  issue 
and  dies,  leaving  of  the  marriage  of  Adam  and  Catherine,  died  in  1822, 
IhaT Uie  rig^'cf'  l^^ving  One  son,  Charles,  tbe  lessor  of  the  (Jaintifll  Tbe 
entry  of  D.  was    defendant  put  in  a  conveyance  in  fee  of  the  land  in  ques** 

taken  away  by       ^  *  "  * 

the  effect  of  the   tion,  by  lease  and  release,  dated  Map,  1784,  from  John 

nomas,  tbe  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  to  J.  Price, 
tbe  party  under  whom  tbe  defendant  claimed.  Tbe  re* 
lease  contained  a  covenant  to  levy  a  fine.  The  defendant 
also  proved  a  fine  sur  conusance  %c^,  of  Easter  Term, 
1785,  levied  by  t/oAn  Thomas  to  J.  Price,  but  tbe  l^^I 
evidence  of  die  proclamations  was  not  given.  Tbe  fine 
contained  a  warranty  in  the  usual  form.  A  verdict  having 
passed  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff^  Maule,  in  Easier 
Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  against  wbidi 
cause  was  now  shewn  by — 

Russell,  Seijt. — The  fine  in  question  was  levied  by  John 
Thomas  when  he  was  only  issue  in  tail.  His  mother,  Ca- 
therine, was  then  seised  of  the  estate  tail ;  John  TAomoibad 
only  a  bare  possibility;  In  1802,  he  would  have  become 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  if  he  had  not  disposed  of  his 
right.  The  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  arose  on  the 
death  otJohn  Thomas  in  1822,  and  the  question  is  simply 
this,  whether  the  fine  levied  in  1785  can  bar  the  son  of  his 
right  of  entry  on  the  death  of  his  father.    It  is  perfectly 
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iAtttt,  that,  in  1785,  John  Tkomas  could  not  dbeontinue  Eteh.  of  piea$, 
Che  ^tate  tail*  There  are  many  cases  establishing  this 
position,  which  are  cited  in  Doe  d.  Jones  v.  Jones  {a\ 
where  the  present  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of 
King*s  Bench  mentions  it  as  a  general  rule,  ''  that  none 
shall  make  a  discontinuance  but  he  who  is  seised  of  an 
estate  tail  in  possession.*'  It  may  be  argued  that  the  fine 
operated  as  an  estoppel,  and  that  the  heir  in  tail  is  estop- 
ped from  saying,  that  partes  Jims  nihil  habuerunt.  The  an- 
swer is,  that  the  heir  in  tail  will  not  be  so  affected,  unless 
the  fine  be  levied  with  proclamations. 

[Baffky,  B. — It  is  not  contended  that  the  fine  Unds  by 
estoppel,  but  that  it  bars  the  entry.] 

If  die  issue  in  tail  be  not  barred  from  using  the  plea  of 
partes fimSf  ^c,  then  that  plea  is  clearly  made  out  in  the  pre* 
sent  case.  It  must  therefore  be  contended  on  the  other 
side,  that  he  is  barred  firom  using  that  plea.  The  statutes 
which  take  away  thb  plea,  are  4  Hen.  7,  c.  ^,  and  82 
Hen.  8,  c.  36.  Now,  these  statutes  expressly  refer  only 
to  fines  with  proclamations.  In  all  the  books  of  authority, 
fines  with  proclamations  are  treated  as  the  only  fines  which 
affect  the  issue  m  tail  (6).  The  heir  in  tail  is  not  barred 
except  by  force  of  these  statutes.  In  Graft's  case,  cited 
by  Warburton^  J«,  in  LampeSs  case  (c),  *'  it  was  resolved, 
diat  die  estate  tail  was  barred,  and  yet  the  conusor  had  but 
a  mere  possibility  to  have  an  estate  tail  at  the  time  of  the 
fine  levied;  and  thatt  by  force  of  the  words  of  the  statute 
S2  Hen.  8,  c.  S6,  '  all  fines  levied  with  proclamations,  of 
any  manors,  &c.|  before  the  time  of  the  same  fine  levied> 
in  anywise  entailed  to  the  person  or  persons  so  levying 
the  same  fine,  or  to  any  of  his  or  their  ancestors,'  &c. ;  and 
although  the  said  John  Grant  was  not  seised  by  force  of 
the  isA  at  the  time  g£  the  fine  levied,  yet  by  reason  of  these 
words  (before  the  fine  levied  in  anywise  entafled),  an  estate 


(a)  1  B.  &  C.  241.  (6)  Shep.  Toucli.  13, 14. 

(c)  10  Rep.  50  a. 
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9f  Pkmh  tail  infidmro  is  oompreheoded^  and  atttiat  by  force  oj 

siaitUes.^  There,  the  issue  in  tail  might  have  said,  partes 
Jtmis  nihil  kabuenmt;  but  they  were  estopped  by  the  statutes. 
So  it  is  laid  down  in  iSA^ppor^f  <f  TbtfcAWoM^  (a)— '' If  lands  be 
given  to  A.  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  the  remainder 
to  B,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  the  remainder  to  the 
right  heirs  of  A.,  and  A.  doth  bargain  and  sell  this  land 
by  deed  indented  and  enrolled  to  T.  S.  and  his  heirs,  and 
after  levy  a  fine  upon  it,  swr  conusance  de  droit  come  ceo 
^c,  to  him  and  his  heirs,  by  this  the  remainder  to  B.  is 
not  discontinued,  but  it  is  a  bar  to  the  estate  tail  by  the 
statutes,  and  causeth  the  estate  of  the  bargainee  to  last  so 
long  as  the  tenant  in  tail  hath  issue  of  his  body ;  but,  if  the 
fine  had  been  before  the  bargain  and  sale,  it  had  been  a 
discontinuance  of  the  remainder,  but,  in  neither  case,  a  bar 
to  him  in  remainder.'* 

Again,  in  the  same  book,  the  issue  in  tail  are  stated  to 
be  barred,  provided  the  fine  be  with  proclamations;  and  it 
is  said  that  the  issue  in  tail  are  barred  by  reason  of  the 
proclamations  (A). 

There  could  be  no  discontinuance;  for,  John  Thomas 
had  nothing  to  discontinue  at  the  time  the  fine  was  levied  by 
him,  and  be  did  no  act  which  could  work  a  discontinuance 
after  the  death  of  his  mother  and  father. 

But  some  use  was  attempted  to  be  made  of  the  warranty 
in  the  fine  levied  by  John  Thomas;  and  Coie  Littleton,  s. 
601 ,  was  cited  for  that  purpose : — "  But  it  is  said^  that,  if  the 
tenant  in  tail  in  this  case  release  to  his  disseisor^  and  bind 
him  and  his  heirs  to  warranty,  and  dieth,  tiiis  is  a  discon- 
tinuance by  reason  of  the  warranty.'*  The  commentary 
upon  this  section  shortly  ^ves  the  reason  why  the  addition 
of  the  warranty  maketh  the  discontiniumce,  viz.  "  If  the 
issue  in  tail  should  enter,  the  warrantie,  whioh  is  so  much 
favoured  in  laW|  would  be  destroyed;  and  therefore,  to 

{a)  Pages  27, 28.     {b)  Shep.  Touch.  36,  7th  edit,  in  the  brackets. 
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the  end  that,  if  assets  in  fee-simple  do  descend,  he  to  whom  ,^^a*  </  i^^Mt 

1831. 
the  release  is  made  may  plead  the  same,  and  bar  the  de- 
mandant." 

In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that 
any  assets  descended.  LUL  s.  618  shews,  that,  of  things 
which  lie  in  grant  and  not  in  livery,  no  discontinuance  can 
be. worked,  though  they  be  granted  by  fine  in  the  King's 
Court.  The  reason  given  in  the  commentary  to  the  above 
{>assage  is,  "  for  that  of  such  things  the  grant  of  tenant  in 
tail  worketh  no  wrong,"  for  nothing  passes  but  what  is 
lawful,  "  and  evei'y  discontinuance  worketh  a  wrong." 
John  Thomas,  at  the  time  of  the  fine  levied,  had  no  estate 
in  any  thing  lying  in  livery  within  the  meaning  of  this 
doctrine.  Doe  d.  Christmas  v.  Oliver  (a),  and  Weal  v. 
Lower  (Jb)  were  cases  of  contingent  remainder-men  in  fee, 
and  the  present  question  is  not  afiected  by  those  decisions. 

Maule  and  Busby  in  support  of  the  rule. — By  the  mar- 
riage settlement,  the  mother  had  a  vested  remainder  in 
tail,  and  her  son  had  a  mere  possibility,  like  the  son  of  te- 
nant in  fee.  The  cognisor,  therefore,  of  the  fine,  when  it 
was  levied,  was  a  stranger,  haying  nothing  in  the  land.  At 
the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  the  issue  would  have  had 
the  estate  tail  by  inheritance,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  title 
conveyed  by  the  fine  to  those  under  whom  the  defendant 
claims.  On  the  subsequent  death  of  the  cognisor,  the 
title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifi*  is  supposed  to  have  ac- 
crued. The  question  therefore  will  be,  what  is  the  effect  of 
a  fine  without  proclamations,  levied  by  a  person  having  such 
a  bare  possibility  of  an  estate  tail,  as  in  the  present  case, 
when  the  estate  subsequently  comes  to  the  cognisor  of  the 
fine. 

The  fine  operated  as  an  estoppel  against  the  cognisor 
and  those  who  claim  under  him,  and  the  estoppel  would  be 

(a)  I0B.&C.  181.  (b)  Poll.  54. 

VOL.  I.  O  O 


53S  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Exeh.  of  PieaSf  fed  by  the  interest  which  subsequently  descended  upon  the 

cognisor.  It  is  said,  however,  thfit  the  doctrine  of  estoppd 
does  not  apply  to  issue  in  tail;  and  that  the  plea  quad 
partes  finis  nihil  habueruni  is  only  taken  from  the  issue  in 
tail  by  force  of  the  statutes  4  Hen.  7,  c.  24,  and  32  Hen.  8, 
c.  86,  which  refer  only  to  fines  with  proclamations.  In 
fact,  however,  that  plea  was  taken  away  by  the  statute  de 
finibus  levaiis,  27  Edw.  1,  c.  1,  as  it  was  distinctly  resolved 
in  the  case  oi  fines  (a).  The  effect  of  fines  without  pro- 
clamations depends  upon  statutes  anterior  to  4  Hen.  7,  c  84. 
At  common  law,  a  fine  barred  not  only  parties  and  pri- 
vies, but  all  other  persons  being  compotes ,  &c.  who  did  not 
claim  within  a  year  and  a  day  (6);  but  assuming,  that,  by  the 
statute  demodo  levandi  fines ^  18  Edw.  1,  such  a  fine  is  limit- 
ed in  its  operation,  and  binds  only  the  cognisor  and  those 
claiming  under  him,  the  question  will  be,  what  further  li- 
mitations are  introduced  by  other  statutes.  The  earlier  sta- 
tute de  donis  (c),  was  passed  to  prevent  tenants  in  tail,  hav- 
ing conditional  fees,  from  alienating  after  condition  per- 
formed, so  as  to  bar  their  issue  or  the  donor;  and  the  form 
of  the  writ  prescribed  by  that  statute  shews  that  there  was 
no  remedy  by  entry.  A  tenant  in  tail  is  considered,  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  as  seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance;  and  if, 
before  this  statute,  lands  had  been  given  to  a  man  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body  issuing,  and  before  issue  he  had  made  a 
feoffment  in  fee,  the  donor  could  not  enter  for  the  for- 
feiture, and  the  feoffment  would  have  barred  the  issue  had 
afterwards  (c/).  This  statute,  however,  does  not  make 
void  the  fine,  but  ipso  jure  sit  nullus,  that  is,  it  doth 
not  bind  the  right,  yet  it  shall  make  a  discontinuance  (e). 
The  statute  27  Edw.  1,   c.  1,  de  finibus  levatis(f),  was 


(a)  3  Co.  89.  a.  {d)  3  Inst.  333;  Co.  lit  326.  b., 

{b)  18  Ed.  \^  modus  levandi fines,  and  note  281  by  H.  &  B. 
(c)  13  £d.l,  Westm.  2,   c.  1;  (e)  2  Inst  336. 

2Inst33K  (f)  2  Inst  52). 
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pasaed  to  increase  the  effect  of  fines — not  the  common  ExcH.  of  PUas, 
law  effect,  because,  at  common  law,  they  bound  par- 
ties and  privies,  but  the  effect  which  had  been  left  by 
the  statute  de  donu.  The  statute  defimbus  kvaiis  recites 
the  abuse  which  had  crept  in,  in  allowing  averments  by 
parties  and  privies,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  levy- 
ing the  fine,  and  afterwards,  the  demandants  and  their 
ancestors  were  always  seised  of  the  lands,  or  of  some  par- 
cel thereof,  which,  in  fact,  amounted  to  an  averment  that 
the  parties  to  the  fine  were  not  seised.  In  eflfect,  this  sta- 
tute took  away  the  plea  quod  paries  finis  nihil  habueruni; 
**  and  albeit  this  statute  extendeth  to  averments  taken  by 
parties  and  privies,  and  extendeth  not  to  averments  made 
by  strangers  that  are  no  parties  nor  privies  to  the  fine,  yet| 
by  the  common  law,  the  hautesse  and  puissant  force  and 
nature  of  fines  was  such,  that  a  mere  stranger  could  not 
have  a  general  averment  against  a  fine** (a).  In  Zouch  v. 
Bampfield{b\  it  was  considered  by  Anderson^  Periam, 
Windham^  and  Rhodes,  whether,  before  the  statutes  4  Hen. 
7,  and  32  Hen.  8,  the  heir  in  tail  could  aver  against  the 
fine  of  his  ancestor,  partes  Jinis  nihil  hahuerunt;  and  Lord 
Coke  says,  that ''  it  seems  to  be  the  better  opinion  of  the 
books,  that,  before  the  statutes  of  4  Hen,  7,  and  3S  Hen.  8^ 
the  issue  in  tail  was  not  admitted  to  such  averments  against 
a  fine  levied  by  his  ancestor."  That  statute  does  not,  how- 
ever, take  away  the  right  of  the  issue  in  tail  to  avoid  an 
alienation  contrary  to  the  statute  de  donis,  because,  the  is- 
sue in  tail  woidd  not,  in  that  case,  plead  quod  partes  finis 
nihil  habuerunt;  but,  that  the  cognisor  had  something  in 
the  land,  and  could  not  alienate.  In  Doe  d.  Christmas  v. 
Oliver  (e),  a  fine  levied  by  a  person  who  had  only  a  con- 
tingent remainder,  was  held  to  operate  by  estoppel  until 
the  contingency  happened,  and  afterwards  to  operate  upon 


(a)  2  Inst.  522.  (b)  Cited  3  Co.86 ;  1  Leon.  75, 83. 

(c)  10  B.  &  C.  181. 
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Ezch,  of  Pieoa,  the  estate.     It  is  true,  that  that  was  a  fine  with  proclama- 
^^  tion,  but  the  case  did  not  proceed  upon  that  ground. 

In  Weale  v.  Lower  {a\  it  was  agreed  that  the  contingent 
remainder  descended  to  the  cognisor'a  heir;  and  though 
the  fine  operated  at  first  by  conclusion,  and  passed  no  in- 
terest, yet  the  estoppel  bound  the  heir;  and  that,  upon  the 
contingency,  the  estate  by  estoppel  became .  an  estate  in 
interest  of  the  same  effect  as  if  the  contingency  had  hap- 
pened before  the  fine  was  levied  (6).  And  in  ZoucKs  case, 
though  the  fine  was  with  proclamations,  the  Court  felt  no 
difficulty  in  entertaining  the  position,  that  a  tenant  in  tail, 
out  of  possession,  might  well  levy  a  fine. 

But  the  warranty  in  the  fine  clearly  discontinued  the 
estate  tail,  at  least  as  against  the  issue  of  the  cognisor.  It 
cannot  be  argued  that  it  is  necessary  there  should  be  an 
estate  in  the  cognisor,  in  order  that  the  warranty  may  ope- 
rate. Collateral  warranty  was  taken  away  by  the  statute 
.4  &  5  Ann,  c.  16,  s.  21 : — this  is  a  lineal  warranty.  Lord 
Coke  (e)  says,  a  warranty  lineal  is  a  covenant  real,  annexed 
to  the  land  by  hitn  who  either  was  owner  or  might  have 
inherited  the  land,  and  from  whom  his  heir  lineal  or  col- 
lateral might  by  possibility  have  claimed  the  land  as  heir 
from  him  who  made  the  warranty.  And  Littleton  ((/),  has 
this  passage, — "  And  note  that  every  case  where  a  man 
deniandeth  lands  in  fee  tail,  by  writ  otformedoh,  if  any  of 
the  issue  in  tail  that  hath  possession,  or  that  hath  not  pas- 
session,  make  a  warranty,  &c.,  if  he  which  sueth  the  writ 
otformedon  might  by  any  possibility,  by  matter  which 
might  be  en/ait,  convey  to  him,  by  him  that  made  the  war- 
ranty, per  formam  doni,  this  is  a  lineal  warranty,  and  not 
collateral."  Littleton  therefore  assumes  that  the  issue  in 
tail,  out  of  possession,  may  make  a  warranty.  Here  the 
cognisor  might  have  inherited  the  land.    The  estate  tail 


(a)  Roll.  54.  (b)  Feame,  c.6,  8.5.  (c)  Co.  lit.  3/0.  a. 

(<0  Sec.  75. 
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afterwards  came  to  the  cognisor,  and  theiii  at  all  events,  Exck.  of  Pkat, 

the  warranty  became  annexed  to  the  land. 

The  effect,  then,  of  the  fine  in  this  case  would  be,  that 

it  would  operate  by  estoppel,  which  would  be  fed  by  the 

interest  subsequently  descending  in  the  cognisor,  or  work 

a  discontinuance  of  the  estate,  or  toll  the  entry  of  the  issue 

in  tail. 

Cur,  adv.  vult.  . 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  C.B. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  last  Assizes  for  the  county 
of  Monmouth,  and  a  motion  was  made  oti  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  set  aside  the  verdict  which  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  The  estate  had  been 
settled  upon  the  grandfather  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
for  life,  remainder  to  the  grandmother  in  tail;  afterwards, 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  grandfather,  and  during  his  seisin, 
the  father  levied  a  fine  come  ceo,  with  warranty,  but  (as 
we  must  take  it  upon  the  evidence  in  this  case)  without 
proclamations;  and  the  question  is,  whether  this  fine  with 
the  warranty  has  taken  away  the  right  of  entry  of  the  son; 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  has.  We  cautiously  abstain 
from  saying  that  it  worked  a  discontinuance,  because, 
though  the  entry  is  taken  away  as  to  the  issue  in  tail  as 
effectually  as  by  a  discontinuance,  it  is  not  taken  away  as 
to  a  remainder-man  or  a  reversioner  (a),  which  would  be 
the  case  upon  what  is  properly  a  discontinuance.  Littleton^ 
in  s.  637,  states,  in  the  form  of  a  note,  that  an  estate  tail  can- 
not be  discontinued  but  where  he  that  makes  the  discon- 
tinuance was  once  seised  by  force  of  the  entail,  unless  it  is 
by  reason  of  a  warranty;  and  he  puts  this  case  as  an  in- 
stance. If  there  be  grandfather,  tenant  in  tail,  father,  and 
son,  and  the  grandfather  is  disseised  by  the  father,  and 
the  father  nVake  a  feoffment  without  warranty,  and  die,  and 

(a)  1  Leonard,  83. 
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fSreh.  of  Pleas,  then  the  grandfather  die,  the  son  may  well  enter,  because 

this  was  no  discontinuance,  inasmuch  as  the  father  was  not 
seised  by  force  of  the  entail,  at  the  time  of  the  feoffment: 
and  upon  the  words  "  unless  it  be  by  reason  of  a  warranty,** 
Lord  Coke  has  this  comment — "  For,  in  many  cases,  a  war* 
ranty  added  to  a  conveyance  is  said  to  make  a  discontinue 
ance  ab  effeeiu,  although  he  that  made  the  conveyance 
was  never  seised  by  force  of  the  estate  tail,  because,  it  doth 
take  away  the  entry  of  him  that  right  hath,  as  a  discon- 
tinuance doth.*'  And  after  noticing,  that,  had  the  father 
survived  the  grand&ther,  the  son  might,  nevertheless,  have 
entered,  upon  the  father's  death,  he  adds,  "  but,  if  the 
feoffinent  had  been  with  warranty,  then  it  had  wrought 
the  effect  of  a  discontinuance,** 

In  Littleion^  ss,  598,  601,  another  instance  is  put  of  the 
difference  which  a  warranty  occasions  by  taking  away  the 
entry  of  the  issue  in  tail.  If  tenant  in  tail  be  disseised, 
and  release  to  the  dissebor  (without  warranty),  this  is  no 
discontinuance;  but,  if  he  release  to  the  disseisor,  and  bind 
himself  and  his  heirs  to  warranty,  and  this  warranty  de- 
scends upon  his  issue,  this  is  a  discontinuance  by  reason 
of  the  warranty.  Lord  Coke  gives  the  reason  of  this : — 
''  If  the  issue  in  tail "  he  says, ''  should  enter,  the  warranty, 
which  is  so  much  favoured  in  law,  should  be  destroyed ; 
and  therefore,  it  makes  a  discontinuance,  to  the  end  that, 
if  assets  in  fee-simple  do  descend,  he  to  whom  the  release 
is  made  may  plead  the  same,  and  bar  the  demandant;  by 
which  means  all  rights  and  advantages  are  saved."  The 
reason  why  the  warranty  in  such  case  would  be  destroyed, 
may  be  elicited  from  Seymours  case  (a),  for  that  case  es- 
tablishes this  position,  that  to  make  a  warranty  contribute 
to  work  the  effect  of  a  discontinuance,  it  must  be  annexed 
to  some  estate,  and  must  continue  so  annexed;  for,  the  in- 
stant that  estate  is  determined,  the  power  of  enforcing  the 

(a)  10  Co.  96.  a. 
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warranty  ceases.  To  what  estate,  then,  is  the  warranty  in  ^ch.  of  Pkat, 
this  case  annexed?  John,  the  cognisor,  had  no  estate 
when  he  levied  the  fine;  the  fine  operated  in  its  creation 
by  estoppel  only,  and  though,  upon  Adam's  death,  the  es« 
tate  which  John,  the  cognisor,  took,  would  feed  the  estop- 
pel, it  would,  we  think,  feed  it  only  so  long  as  it  rightfully 
might — that  is,  during  John's^  the  cognisor*s  life,  and  no 
longer.  And  though,  if  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  were  at 
liberty  to  insist  upon  this  point,  it  might  not  admit  of  an 
answer ;  yet,  if  he  be  by  law  precluded  from  so  doing,  and 
if,  from  being  privy  to  JbAn,  the  cognisor,  as  heir  in  tail, 
through  him  he  is  prevented  from  saying  that  the  parties 
to  the  fine  had  nothing  in  the  land  at  the  time  the  fine  was 
levied,  the  fine  will  have  the  same  effect,  as  against  him,  as 
if  the  parties  to  the  fine  had  been  seised  at  the  time  the  fine 
was  levied ;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  by  law,  he  is  so  pre- 
cluded. By  27  Edw.  1,  c.  1,  the  parties  to  a  fine  and  their 
heirs  were  prohibited  from  avoiding  a  fine  by  pleading,  that, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  fine,  and  afterwards,  the  de- 
fisndants  or  their  ancestors  were  always  seised ;  and  in  the 
case  of  fines  (a),  the  effect  of  this  provision  is  stated  distinctly 
to  have  been,  to  take  away  from  the  issue  in  tail  the  power  of 
averring  qtwd  partes, finis  nihil  habuerttnt.  Exception  had 
been  taken,  thatS7£cfir.  1,  did  not  extend  to  heirs  in  tail, 
but  only  to  heirs  in  fee-simple;  to  which  it  was  answered, 
diat,  although  the  issue  in  tail  was  not  barred  by  any  fine 
by  his  ancestor  before  4  Hen.  7,  yet  he  was  ousted  to  aver 
in  such  case  quod  partes  Jinis  nihil  Jmbuerunt^  and,  being 
privy  and  heir  to  him  who  levied  the  fine,  was,  by  the  sta- 
tute 27  Edw.  1,  estopped  and  concluded  to  annihilate  the 
fine  of  his  ancestor  by  such  plea.  And  although  it  is  pro- 
vided by  the  statute  de  donis,  quod  finis  ipso  jure  sit  nullus^ 
that  is  to  say,  to  bar  the  right  of  the  issue  in  tail,  yet  it  is 
an  estoppel  to  him  to  say  quod  partes  Jinis  nihil  habuerunt; 

(«)  3  Co.  89  a. 
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ExdL  of  PUas,  and  he  refers  to  S3  Edw.  S,  c.  IT,  and  Fitxherberi.  Eiiop' 

pelf  pL  S80y  S3  J?<Aiy.  3,  where  instances  of  such  estoppels 
occur.  In  Zouch  and  Bamf^elcTs  case  (a),  it  was  said  b  j  the 
Justices,  that,  though  the  statute  dedonis  doth  avoid  the  fine 
as  to  the  foreclosing  of  the  issue  and  tail  of  hisjbrmedonf  yet 
it  remaineth  in  force  to  restrain  the  heir  in  tail  from  averring 
a  thing  against  the  fine,  as  well  as  the  heir  in  fee-simple; 
and  in  all  cases  where  he  against  whom  a  fine  is  pleaded 
claims  by  him  who  levied  the  fine,  he  shall  not  have  the 
same  averment.  If  my  father,  tenant  in  tail,  or  tenant  in 
fee,  grant  the  land  by  fine,  and  afterwards  I  make  title  to 
the  same  land  by  the  same  ancestor,  I  shall  not  be  received 
to  say,  that  they  who  were  parties  to  the  fine  had  not  any 
thing  at  the  time  of  the  fine  levied.  Upon  these  authori- 
ties, we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
is  clearly  privy  to  Jo/m,  the  cognisor,  and  claims  as  heir 
in  tail  by  him,  is  estopped  from  saying,  that  there  was  not 
a  proper  seisin  at  the  time  this  fine  was  levied ;  that  it 
must  therefore  be  taken,  as  against  him,  that  the  fine  cre- 
ated an  estate  to  which  the  warranty  was  annexed,  and 
that,  to  protect  such  warranty,  and  prevent  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  from  destroying  such  estate,  and  thereby 
screening  any  assets  he  may  have  by  descent  from  claim 
under  such  warranty,  the  fine  in  this  case  had,  by  reason 
of  the  warranty,  the  effect  of  a  discontinuance;  that  the 
entry  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  consequently  taken 
away;  and  that  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be  abso- 
lute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  Leon.  83. 
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£jrcA.  of  PUcu, 
1831. 

Hall  r.  Gumple  and  Another. 

M.  HE  defendants  in  this  case  had  a  warehouse  at  Man-  Therenriceofa 
Chester,  where  their  business  was  conducted  by  a  manager,  Anting,  house 
but  they  resided  at  Hamburgh,  and  had  no  dwelling-house  «>^  defendants, 

•'  °  ^  °  who  have  no  re- 

in this  country.    On  the  3 1st  January,  a  venire  against  the  sidence  in  this 

deiendants  was  left  with  their  manager,  at  their  warehouse,  suffici^'c  service 
and,  no  appearance  having  been  entered,  on  the  23rd Feb^  havdrT'c^^Rdu- 
ruary  a  distringas  issued,  according  to  the  old  practice  of  Mngaa  accord- 

•      ^  •iiij/\Ti*i  /.  ing  to  the  old 

the  Court,  indorsed  to  levy  Ws,     It  did  not  appear  from  course  of  the 
the  affidavits,  that  the  Sheriff  had  made  the  usual  return    ^^semhie  That 
o{  summoneri  fed  before  the  distringas  issued.     A  rule  the  old  mode  of 

.  ...  proceeding  by 

nisi  having  been  obtained,  to  set  aside  the  distringas  for  ir-  vemre  and  dis- 
regularity,  with  costs,  and  for  a  return  of  the  issues  levied —  awaybythesu" 


Clarke  shewed  cause. — He  contended,  ^r«/,  that  the 
statute  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  71,  s.  5,  did  not  affect  the  com- 
mon law  mode  of  proceeding  by  venire  and  distringas/ 
Nicholson  v.  Boumas  (a).  Petty  v.  Smith  (6),  Kemp  v.  ^S'uin- 
ner  (c) — and,  secondly,  that  as  it  was  not  the  object  of 
this  proceeding  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  defendants, 
it  was  sufficient  to  leave  the  process  at  their  counting-house 
with  their  accredited  agent;  Menzies  v.  Rodrigues  {d), 
Petty  V.  Smith;  more  particularly  as  foreigners  might, 
like  the  defendants,  obtain  credit  in  this  country,  and,  by 
residing  abroad,  avoid  the  process  of  this  Court,  which  had 
no  other  means  of  compelling  an  appearance. 

Richards,  contra. — It  is  truey  that  there  are  several  cases 
in  which  it  has  been  holden  that  the  old  course  of  pro- 
ceeding by  venire  and  distringas  remains,  notwithstanding 


(a)  3  Price,  266.  (c)  Id.  405. 

(6)  2y.  &J.  111.  (rf)  1  Price,  92. 


7  &  8  Oeo,  4, 
c.  71,  S.5. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  the  positive  enactment  to  the  contrary.  But  this  Court  has 
1831.         latterly  inclined  to  a  different  opinion;  and  it  would  seem, 
from  the  case  of  Piti  v.  Eldred{a)f  and  the  cases  which 
have  followed   that  decision,  that  the  plaintiff  can  now 
only  have  a  distringas  by  complying  with  the  provisions 
of  the  statute.    But,  without  adverting  to  that  point,  this 
service  is  insufficient,  even  according  to  the  old  practice. 
Personal  service  was  not  required  (6),  but  it  was  necessary 
that  the  defendant  should  have  actual  notice,  or  that  the 
process  should  be  so  served,  as  to  afford  him  the  means 
of  knowledge.    Thus,  in  Petty  v.  Smith,  the  service  was 
at  the  counting-house  of  the  parties,  who  were  all  person* 
ally  served  but  one,  who  was  abroad,  and  the  distringas 
issued  against  the  partnership  goods.  The  partners  served 
were  conusant  of  the  claim.    So,  service  at  the  residence 
of  a  single  defendant,  who  was  abroad  at  the  time,  has 
been  holden  sufficient;  Brier  v.  Lansdown  (c).  West  y.DaU 
ion  {d)\   but  in  M^Nab  v.  Jngham  (e),  a  service  at  the 
counting-house  of  the  defendants,  by  leaving  the  venire 
with  their  clerk,  was  holden  to  be  insufficient,  because  the 
defendants  were  from  home  at  the  time,  though  they  were 
in  England.    Indeed,  it  is  contrary  to  principle,  that  the 
goods  of  a  defendant  should  be  taken  for  disobedience  to 
a  process  of  which  he  can  have  no  notice. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — It  is  contrary  to  principle 
that  a  distringas  should  issue,  to  take  the  goods  of  a  de- 
fendant, without  any  notice  that  a  process  has  issued 
against  him.  Such  is  the  effect  of  the  practice  contended 
for.  But,  as  it  does  not  appear  whetlier  the  summons  has 
been  returned  by  the  Sheriff,  we  will  delay  our  judgment, 
in  order  that  that  fact  may  be  supplied. 

(a)  AfUe,  p.  147.  (c)  Bunb.  6?. 

(b)  Tidd,  155;  Man.  Pract.  18,         (d)  Forrest,  29. 
19, 23.  (e)  2  Price,  76. 
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Bayley,  B. — It  has  been  decided,  that  the  statute  51  ExdL  of  Pleas, 
Geo.S,c.  124,  does  apply  to  this  Court;  Moorev.  Taylor{a); 
and  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  5,  is  similar  in  its  en- 
actment. At  all  events,  it  is,  even  according  to  the  old 
practice,  discretionary  with  the  Court  to  grant  or  refuse  a 
dUifingas;  M^Nab  v.  Ingham;  and,  if  the  latter  statute 
did  not  take  away  the  ancient  mode  of  proceeding,  the 
Court  may  regulate  its  practice  by  analogy  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  Parliament.  If  the  statute  does  not  ap- 
ply, the  numerous  applications  for  writs  of  distringas  have 
been  unnecessary,  and  the  case  of  Pitt  v.  Eldred,  and  the 
subsequent  cases,  .have  been  improperly  decided. 

Vauohan,  B. — It  is  a  contempt  of  the  Court  not  to  ap- 
pear in  obedience  to  process,  and  upon  this  ground  the 
distringas  issues.  To  found  this  proceeding,  the  venire 
ghould  be  personally  served,  or  it  should  be  shewn  to  the 
Court,  that  the  defendant  kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid 
the  service. 

Ctfr.  adv.  vuU. 

The  return  otsummonerifeci  was  subsequently  produced^ 
when — 

Bayley,  B.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — We 
have  considered  this  case,  and  are  of  opinion  that  the  ve- 
mre  was  not  properly  served,  the  defendants  having  no  re- 
sidence in  this  country.  The  rule  must  be  made  abso- 
lute, with  costs,  the  defendants  undertaking  to  bring  no 
action. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  5  Taunt.  71>  n- 
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Smith  and  Jago  r.  Brown. 


A  wu  for  imsi.   ASSUMPSIT  OH  ED  attorney's  bill  for  obtaining  a  bank- 

ncss  by  two  at-  t  •!• 

tornics  in  part-    TUpt  8  Certificate. 

Vytnll^^        At  the  trial,  before  Vaughan,  B.,  at  the  Westminster 

oamc  of  the  Sittings  in  this  term,  the  bill,  proved  to  have  been  deliver- 
firm,  u  a  suffi-  ®  '  ;  ^ 

deot  subKrip-  ed,  appeared  to  have  been  signed  by  Smith  for  himself  and 
statutes  3  Jae,  Jago^  who  had  been  his  partner  at  the  time  of  the  busi- 
Ceo  2*  *23\i-  ^^^^  done.    After  setting  out  the  items,  the  bill  concluded 

though  the  sig*     th  US : — 
nature  do  not 

contain  the  *'  This  and  the  foregoing  two  pages  contain  our  bill 

Chrutian  names  •      . 

ofU,ep»m.r.    against  you.  SmUh  %  Jago." 

A  verdict  having  passed  for  the  plaintiffs — 

John  Williams  obtained  a  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on 
the  ground  that  the  bill  delivered  had  nojt  been  properly 
signed  within  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  3  Jac.  1 ,  c.7 ,  and 
2  Geo.  2,  c.  2S,  s.  23,  he  referred  to  Collins  v.  Treuick  (a). 
Hill  V.  Humphries  (6),  Sinclair  v.  Curry  (c),  and  Tat/lor 
V.  Fenunck  (jd),  and  urged,  that  the  Christian  names,  as  well 
as  the  surnames  of  each  of  the  partners,  ought  to  have  ap- 
peared in  the  signature. 

Talfourd  shewed  cause. — The  first  ground  on  which  this 
rule  was  obtained,  was,  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  3 
Jac.  1 ,  were  not  complied  with.  That  objection,  however, 
is  clearly  disposed  of.  The  language  of  the  statute  is,  that 
"  all  attomies  and  solicitors  shall  give  a  true  bill,  &c.  of 
all  charges  concerning  the  suits  which  they  have  for  them, 
subscribed  witb  his  own  hand  and  name.*'    This  provision 


(a)  6  B.  &  C.  394;   9  D.  &  R.         (c)  7  T.  R.  631. 

456.  (<0  3  B.  &  P.  553,  note,  and  7 

(b)  2  B.  &  P.  343.  T.  R.  cited  633. 
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only  applies,  tliereforcy  to  proceedings  in  suits. '  The  pre-  BxcK^pUm, 
sent  bill  is  for  business  done  in  proceedings  in  bankruptcy ; 
and^  if  there  were  no  other  statute,  it  is  quite  clear  that  no 
bill  need  have  been  delivered,  though  this  bill  might 
perhaps  have  been  taxable  under  the  statute  2  Geo,  S,  c. 
S3,  s.  23,  as  containing  the  items  for  the  Chancellor's  al- 
lowance. The  provisions  of  the  statutes,  however,  were 
sufficiently  complied  with  by  delivering  a  bill  in  the  name 
of  the  firm.  It  is  quite  clear  that  each  of  the  partners  had 
authority  to  sign  for  both,  and  it  is  not  pretended  to  be  an 
objection  that  each  partner  did  not  himself  subscribe ;  but 
it  is  said  that  the  Christian  names  of  the  parties  ought  to 
have  been  stated  in  the  signature.  The  name  of  the  firm 
is,  however,  much  better  for  all  purposes  of  information. 
Section  22  of  the  same  act  (a),  requires  that  the  name  of 
the  attorney  suing  out  a  writ  shall  be  indorsed  thereon. 
Hundreds  of  writs  are  sued  out  by  attornies  in  partner- 
ship, and  they  are  always  indorsed  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  but  no  motion  has  ever  been  made  to  set  aside  such 
writs  for  irregularity.  Several  cases  were  cited  in  moving 
for  the  rule  nisi,  as  to  notices  to  be  given  to  magistrates 
under  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44« ;  but  the  case  of  May  hew  v.  Locke  {b) 
is  much  more  applicable  to  the  present  question.  .In  that 
case  the  attorney's  name  was  held  to  be  sufiiciently  indors- 
ed by  putting  the  initial  only  of  the  Christian  name  before 
the  surname. 

[Bayley,  B. — There  is  one  case  where  one  of  the  initials 
of  an  attorney  who  had  two  Christian  names,  was  omitted]. 

[Vaughan,  B. — That  was  the  case  of  James  y.  Swift  {c)» 
In  that  case,  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd  observed,  that  the  24 
Geo*  2y  c.  44,  required  the  name,  not  the  names,  of  the 
attorney  to  be  indorsed,  and  *^  there  it  would  seem  that  the 


(a)  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23.  (()  2  Marshall,  377;  7  Taunt.  63. 

(c)  4  B.  &  C.  681 ;  6  D.  &  R.  625. 
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ExeK  9f  Pkaa,  statute  did  DOt  require  the  ChristiaD  name  of  the  attorney 

to  be'indorsed  on  the  notice'*]. 

The  statute  S  Joe.  1  also  uses  the  word  name  in  the  sin- 
gular, and  the  case  of  James  v.  SuAft  is  strongly  in  point, 
The  statute  &  Geo.  2,  c.  SS,  omits  the  name  and  requires 
the  handy  &c.  If  one  partner  has  a  right  to  sign  for  the 
other,  the  present  signature  is  clearly  sufficient  within  the 
latter  statute.  If  it  were  at  all  necessary,  this  might  be 
contended  to  be  a  convenient,  usual,  and  intelligible  (a) 
abreviation  within  the  provisions  of  the  IS  Geo»  S,  c  IS, 
s.  5. 

John  Williams,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  statute  of 
James  is  not  confined  to  suits.  Taking  the  recital  and 
enacting  parts  together,  it  would  clearly  include  charges, 
cases,  and  opinions  laid  before  Serjeants  and  counsel,  &c. 
Such  fees  and  charges  are  not  of  necessity  confined  to 
what  occur  in  the  progress  of  a  suit.  Mayhew  v.  Locke 
is  an  authority  in  the  defendant's  favour.  There,  the  in- 
dorsement of  Z>.  Shuter  was  rendered  intelligible  by  the 
signature  of  David  Shuter  on  the  face  of  the  notice,  and 
yet  it  was  with  considerable  difficulty  and  after  much  dis- 
cussion that  the  Court  held  the  notice  sufficient. 

It  was  not  contended,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  con- 
tending, that  the  statute  of  James  has  been  repealed  by 
the  latter  statute.  That  point  was  recently  decided  in 
Heming  v.  WiUon  {b). 

[Baylejff  B. — The  statute  oi  James  has  been  held  to  ap- 
ply only  to  the  superior  Courts,  and  not  to  extend  to  busi- 
ness done  in  the  inferior  Courts  (c).  Can  it  apply  to  busi- 
ness done  in  bankruptcy?] 

The  two  acts  are  to  be  construed  as  in  pari  maierid; 


(a)  Reynolds  y.  Catwell,  4  Taunt.  193.  (6)  I  M.  &  M.  629. 

(c:)  Garth.  147;  1  Show.  96 1  I  Salk.  86. 
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and  when  the  act  of  2  Oeo.  2  mentions  the  word  subscribed,  £mA.  qf  Pkat^ 
it  must  be  intended  as  meaning  subscribed  with  a  namei  as     «^  '  ^ 

in  the  former  statute,  and  not  with  a  dash.  If  the  statute  smith 
requires  the  name  to  be  subscribed,  it  cannot  be  satisfied  saowik 
without  the  Christian  name,  which  is  an  essential  part  of 
every  man's  name  in  England.  Statutes  of  this  nature  are 
to  be  construed  strictly,  as  in  Taylor  v.  Fenwici  (a),  **  this 
notice  given  under  my  hand  at  Durham"  was  held  not 
sufficiently  to  state  that  Durham  was  the  place  of  the  at- 
torney's abode.  In  the  present  case,  Jago,  one  of  the  at- 
tomies  suing,  has  not  signed  any  bill  at  all. 

B  AYLEY,  B. — I  will  take  it  for  granted,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  question,  that  both  the  3  Jac.  1,  c.  7,  and  the  2  Geo^ 
2,  c.  23 f  are  in  full  force,  aifd  must  be  taken  to  regulate  this 
case.  The  first  of  those  statutes  enacts,  that  **  all  attor* 
nies  and  solicitors  shall  give  a  true  bill  unto  their  masters  or 
clients,  or  their  assigns,  of  all  charges,  &c.,  concerning  the 
suits,  &c.,  subscribed  with  his  own  hand  and  name;"  and 
the  second  enacts,  that  the  "  bill  shall  be  subscribed  with 
the  proper  hand  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor."  Now,  the 
question  in  the  present  case  is,  what  is  the  name,  with  re- 
ference to  these  acts,  of  the  parties  who  are  the  plaintifis 
in  this  action.  A  man  may  have  a  Christian  name,  and 
commonly  use  it,  and  that  in  one  respect  is  part  of  his 
name;  but  he  may  also  have  a  partnership  name,  as  it  con- 
stantly happens  in  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  one  of  a 
partnership  for  the  firm,  where  the  name  of  the  style  or 
firm  is  used  to  bind  the  whole;  and  in  pleading  it  has  been 
usual  to  state  that  their  hands  are  subscribed.  In  all  these 
cases  the  word  name  may  be  predicated  of  what  is  written 
or  subscribed  without  the  Christian  names  of  the  partners 
being  used.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  proper  business  name  of  the  firm  has  been  used,  with- 

(a)  7  T.  R.  635. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  in  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  in  question.  The  S^nd 
^^^'  section  of  the  statute  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  is  quite  as  distinct  in 
requiring  the  name  of  the  attorney  to  be  indorsed  on  the 
process,  and  yet  in  practice  it  is  always  found,  that,  when 
process  is  issued  by  attomies  acting  in  partnership,  it 
is  indorsed  with  the  name  of  the  firm,  and  that  is  con- 
sidered  as  an  indorsement  of  the  name  within  the  meaning 
of  that  section  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  Therefore,  as 
it  seems  to  me.  Smith  ^  Jago  was  the  proper  name  with 
which  these  plaintiffs  ought  to  have  signed  the  bill,  and 
each  partner  having  a  right  to  subscribe  the  name  of  the 
partnership  firm  for  partnership  purposes,  the  signature 
of  the  firm  of  Smith  ^  Jago  is  a  signature  of  the  pro- 
per name,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute;  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  objection  taken  in  this  case  was  not  va- 
lid, and  consequently  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  may  be 
conceded,  as  to  this  question,  that  the  statute  oi  James 
is  not  repealed.  The  mode  adopted  in  this  case  is  not 
calculated  to  mislead ;  it  is  the  usual  mode,  and  it  gives  the 
most  information.  In  James  v.  Swifty  Mr.  Justice  Hoi- 
royd  thought  the  statute  in  question  in  that  case,  requiring 
the  name  and  not  the  names ^  did  not  require  .the  Christian 
name.  That  is  a  strong  authority  against  the  objection  in 
this  case. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  think  the  description  in  this  case  quite 
8u£Bcient.  There  is  a  manifest  distinction  between  the 
cases  on  attomies'  bill  and  those  which  have  been  referred 
to  on  notices  to  magistrates.  In  Collins  v.  Tremck  {a)  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  the  attorney's  bill  was  in 
the  nature  of  a  notice.  Now,  a  notice  to  a  magistrate  should 

(fl)  6B.  &  C.  394;  9  D.  &R.  456. 
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enable  him  to  know  where  to  so  to  tender  amends:  but,  Buck,  of  piea», 

1831« 
even  in  the  class  of  cases  on  these  notices,  the  Courts, 

though  they  required  the  residence  to  be  very  particularly 

stated,  have  not  been  so  strict  as  to  the  name.   But,  in  the 

case  of  an  attorney's  bill,  the  delivery  of  the  biU  is  only 

a  notice  that  the  client  may  have  a  month  to  ascertain 

whether  he  has  been  properly  charged.     Now,  he  must 

know  his  attomies,  and  h6  may  go  at  once  to  the  Master 

to  get  the  bill  taxed.   I  therefore  think  that  this  signature 

was  quite  sufficient  within  the  acts  of  Parliament,  and, 

consequently,  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged  (a). 

Rule  discharged, 
(a)  Lord  Lyndhunt^  C.  B.,  was  sitting  in  Equity. 


RoBEETs  r.  Wright. 

mmENDERSON  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  in  this  case.  The  wimb  ia an 
to  change  the  venue  from  Carnarvonshire  to  Denbighshiref  j^^j]*^  *L 

upon  the  usual  affidavit.  changed,  upon 

the  nsual  affida- 


vit 


John  Jervis  shewed  cause,  upon  affidavit,  which  stated 
that  the  action  was  brought  upon  an  I.  O.  U.  He  con- 
tended that  this  instrument  was  like  a  promissory  note,  in 
an  action  upon  which  the  venue  could  not  be  changed. 

Henderson. — As  a  general  rule,  the  defendant  may 
change  the  venue  in  all  transitory  actions,  and  the  cases 
put  by  Tidd{a)  are  exceptions  to  that  general  rule.  An  L 
O.  U.  is  not  like  a  promissory  note;  it  requires  no  stamp, 

(41)  Udd,  603,  G04. 

VOL.  L  F  P 


.J 
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^831^^'  and  which  for  this  purpose  is  a  material  distinction,  it  does 
V — ^J^    not  pass  by  delivery.  The  rule  does  not  apply  to  writings 
RoBEETs      generally* 


Weiobt. 


Per  curiam. 


Rule  absolute. 


The  Court  will 
not  incresM  is- 
luetupoQ  a  tfif- 
tringat  issued 
upon  the  She- 
riff's  return  of 
summoneri  feci 
to  the  MNBrf,  ac- 
cording to  the 
old  course  of 
the  Court — 


Pennell  9.  Kingston. 

A  VENIRE  having  been  served  in  this  case,  according 
to  the  old  course  of  the  Court,  a  distringas  issued,  upon 
the  Sheriff's  return,  to  levy  40^.,  and  Meeson  now  moved, 
upon  an  affidavit  of  debt,  to  increase  the  issues. 

[Bayletf,  B. — Have  you  considered  the  effect  of  the 
Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  5,  upon  the  ancient  mode  of 
proceeding  by  venire  and  distringas?} 

Meeson  then  insisted  that  the  statute  had  not  abrogated 
the  common  law  mode  of  proceeding,  but  was  merely  cu- 
mulative,  and  permitted  a  plaintiff  who  followed  its  provi- 
sicMis  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  defendant.  Niekoison 
y.  Bofvnus{a),  Dwerryhouse  v.  GVvrAam  (ft).  Petty  v. 
Smith  (c),  and  Kemp  v.  Sumner  (d). 

Batley,  B. — I  have  considered  those  eases,  and,  not- 
withstanding those  decisions,  entertain  a  doubt  whether 
the  andent  mode  of  proceeding  has  not  been  taken  away 
by  Stat.  51  Geo.  S,  c.  134,  and  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71  •  I  can 
make  no  order;  but  you  may  mention  it  to  the  Court. 

It  was  subsequently  mentioned  in  fuH  Court,  and  the 
Barons  were  of  opinion  that  the  oases  dted  did  not  dis- 

(a)  3  Price,  268.        (6)  lb,  ».        (c)  2  Y.  &  J.  111.         (rf)  Id.  406. 
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KiMOBTOK. 


of  the  difficulty  arising  upon  the  statute*  They  gate  ^'c^  ^  p^^ 
no  express  opinion  upon  the  point,  but  refused  to  or- 
der the  issues  to  be  increased,  because  they  might  be 
called  upon  to  supersede  the  distringas  in  pursuance  of 
an  express  enactment  upon  the  subject.  They  said, 
that  a  plaintiff  might  obtain  a  distringcts  by  complying 
with  the  act ;  but  that,  if  he  proceeded  at  common  law,  he 
must  do  so  of  his  own  authority,  and  the  Court  would 
not  assist  him. 

Rule  refused  (a). 


{a)  la  Mkhadmat  Term,  Price 
saade  s  siraUar  application,  as  a 
motion  of  course,  which  was  grant- 
ed ;  but  the  Court  haying  subse- 
quently ascertained  the  nature  of 


the  motion,  stayed  the  role,  and 
directed  the  application  to  be  re- 
newed at  the  sittings  after  the 
term. 


FAaKBaoTHBR  and  Another  r.  Worsley  and   Others, 

Executors  of  Hirst,  deceased. 

C/OYENANT  by  the  Sheriff  of  Middlesex ^  against  the  Where  a  Sber- 
executors  of  a  deceased  surety  of  a  bailiff.     The  declara-  [f/detdfpl" 
tion  set  out  an  indenture,  dated  the  28th  September ,  1826,  pointing  him 

bailiflT)  cove- 

between  the  plaintiffs,  as  Sheriff  of  Middlesex^  of  the  one  nanted  (inter 
part;  and  Joshua  Hirst,  the  younger,  Worsley  the  de-  sheriff  the  owu 
fendant,  J.  N.,  D.  JR.,  JR.  T.,  W.  C,  and  J.  Hirst,  the  ;"?  ^^Jf'K"  ^^ 

'  '  '  ^    '  defending  any 

elder,  since  deceased,  of  the  other  part;  by  which  the  action,  or  of  pro- 
secuting or  op- 
posing any  mo- 
tion, &c.,  touch- 
ing or  concerning  any  matter  wherein  the  bailiff  should  act,  or  aaunte  to  act  as  haiUff,  to  the  said 
Sheriff;  and  afterwards,  in  the  same  deed,  covenanted  to  indemnify,  Ac,  the  Sheriff,  against  all 
actions,  costs,  &c.,  &c,  which  might  be  commenced,  &c,  or  which  he  might  suffer,  pay,  or  be  lia- 
ble to,  for  or  by  reason  of  the  executing,  not  executing,  refsming,  or  not  retumirw^  or  mu-retum  of 
any  writf  procett^  fnandate,  precept,  or  warrant,  occasioned  by  the  act  or  default  of  the  said  baiUf: — 
Held,  that  the  covenant  was  not  confined  to  the  wrongful  act  of  the  bailiff,  but,  that  it  extended  to 
protect  the  Sheriff  from  the  costs,  &c.,  which  he  had  incurred,  from  an  action,  &c.,  having  been 
prosecuted  against  him,  in  consequence  of  a  return  made  by  him  to  a  writ,  on  instructions  for  the 
tktam  ^vea  by  ttM  bailiff^  though  chose  instrnctloDs  were  correct  and  proper. 
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Exek.  &f  Pteoi,  plaintiffs^  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the  said  J.  H. 
'     the  younger,  and  in  consideration  of  the  covenant  and 
FAREBEOTaEE   agreement  thereinaflter  entered  into,  &c«,  did  nominate  and 
WoESLBT.      appoint  the  said  J.  H.  the  younger,  to  be  one  of  the 
bailiffs  of  the  said  Sheriff  (during  the  pleasure  of  the  said 
Sheriff),  permitting  him  to  receive  to  his  own  use  all  law- 
ful fees  usually  received  by  Sheriff's  bailiffs  in  the  said 
county  of  Middlesex ^  but  reserving  to  the  said  Sheriff  the 
poundage  and  such  other  fees  and  profits  on  writs  of  ex- 
ecution and  extent  as  had  been  usually  received  by  the 
Sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Middlesex^  and  all  such  other 
fees  and  emoluments  to  the  said  Sheriff  belonging;  and,  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  the  said  J.  H.  the  younger, 
&c.,  &c.,  (the  said  parties  of  the  second  part),  for  them- 
selves jointly  and  severally,  and  for  their   several  and 
respective  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  did,  and  each  of  them 
did  covenant,  &c.,  to  and  with  the  said  plaintiffs  and  each 
of  them ; — 

That  the  said  bailiff  should  duly  execute  all  warrants 
or  mandates  to  him  directed  by  the  said  Sheriff,  his  under- 
sheriff  or  deputies,  or  any  of  them,  in  the  name  of  the  said 
Sheriff; 

That  the  said  bailiff  should  give  regular  instructions  in 
writing,  for  the  return  of  all  writs  or  process,  in  all  cases  in 
which  warrants  should  have  been  executed  by  or  directed 
to  the  said  bailiff; 

That  the  said  bailiff  should  and  would  forthwith  pay  to 
the  said  Sheriff^  under-sheriff,  or  deputies,  all  monies  re- 
ceived by  the  said  bailiff  on  any  arrest  or  levy  by  him 
made,  or  with  which  he  should  be  entrusted  for  the  said 
Sheriff,  without  deduction; 

That  the  said  bailiff  should,  in  all  things,  truly,  lawfully, 
and  honestly  demean  and  behave  himself,  as  bailiff  as  afore- 
said, and  in  due  and  lawful  manner  all  and  every  the  law- 
ful commands  or  directions  of  the  said  Sheriff,  his  under- 
sheriff*  and  their  deputies,  touching  any  manner  of  service 
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incident  or  belonging  to  the  said  office  of  Sheriff,  should  £xcA.  of  Pleat, 
and  would  execute  and  perform ;  ^ 

That  the  said  bailiff  should  and  would  well  and  truly  Farebrother 
pay  to  the  said  Sheriff,  his  under-sheriffi  or  deputies,  or  worslbt. 
one  of  them,  the  coats  and  charges  of  defending  any  ac^ 
Hon,  and  of  prosecuting  or  opposing  any  motion  in  or  ap- 
plication to  the  Court,  touching  or  concerning  any  matter 
wherein  the  said  bailiff  should  act,  or  assume  to  act,  as 
bailiff  to  the  said  Sheriff; 

That  the  said  bailiff  and  his  sureties,  some  or  one  of 
them,  should  indemnify  the  said  Sheriff  and  his  under- 
sheriff,  or  deputies,  from  all  damages,  loss,  costs,  and 
charges,  which  they,  or  either  of  them,  should  or  might 
suffer,  sustain,  or  be  put  unto,  or  be  liable  to  suffer,  sus- 
tain, or  be  put  unto,  for  or  by  reason  of  the  payment  of 
any  money  by  the  said  Sheriff,  under-sheriff,  or  deputies, 
to  any  person  or  persons;  or  by  reason  of  any  return  to 
any  writ  or  process  made  by  the  said  Sheriff,  under-sheriff, 
or  deputies,  at  the  request  of  the  said  bailiff; 

And  that  the  said  bailiff  and  his  said  sureties,  some  or 
one  of  them,  their,  or  some  or  one  of  their  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators,  should  and  would  save  harmless  and 
indemnify  the  said  Sheriff  and  under-sheriff  from  and 
against  all  actions,  suits,  fines,  amerciaments,  penalties, 
contempts,  forfeitures,  loss,  costs,  charges,  and  expenses, 
which  might  be  commenced,  prosecuted,  imposed,  or  set 
upon  them,  or  either  of  them,  or  which  they,  or  any  or 
either  of  them  might  suffer,  pay,  or  be  liable  unto,  for  or 
by  reason  of  the  executing,  not  executing,  returning,  or  not 
returning,  or  mis-return  of  any  writ,  process,  mandate, 
precept,  or  warrant,  occasioned  by  the  act  or  default  of  the 
said  bailiff;  or  by  reason  of  execution,  escape,  or  any  other 
cause  whatsoever  happening  by  the  act  or  default  of  the 
said  buliff. 

The  declaration  then  stated,  that,  by  virtue  of  the  said 
indenture,  the  said  J.  H.  the  younger,  afterwards,  to  wit, 
B  &c.,  at  &c.|  became  and  was  one  of  the  bailiffs  of  the 
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Mte^  of  Pkat,  said  plaintiffs  then  and  there  beiBflr  Sheriff  of  the  said 
1831- 

^     county  of  Middlesex/  and  that  after  the  making  of  the 

Fakebrother  said  indenture,  and  whilst  the  said  plaintiffs  were  SheriflT 
WoRSLEY.  of  the  said  bounty,  and  whilst  J,  H*  the  younger  was  one 
of  the  bailiffs  of  the  said  plaintiffs  as  such  Sheriff,  to  wit, 
on  the  Snd  May^  1827,  ^  fieri  facuM  was  issued  out  of  the 
King's  Benchy  commanding  the  said  Sheriff  to  cause  to  be 
levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  in  his  bailiwick,  of  A,  H^ 
Chambers,  a  debt  of  16,000/.  and  IL  damages,  recovered 
by  H.  WiUon  against  himf  that  the  writ  was  duly  in- 
dorsed to  levy  1825/.  iOj.  5c/.,  and  on  21st  May,  1827,  at 
&c.  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  Sheriff,  to  be 
duly  executed ;  and  that  by  virtue  thereof  they  issued  their 
warrant  to  said  J^.  H.  the  younger,  then  being  one  of  the 
said  bailiffs  of  the  said  Sheriff,  thereby  commanding  him 
to  levy  the  said  debt  and  damages,  so  that  the  said  Sheriff 
might  have  the  money  at  the  return,  to  render  to  Wilton/ 
that  the  warrant  was  delivered  to  J.  H.  the  younger,  to 
be  executed,  and  that  the  said  •/•  H*  the  younger,  act- 
ing and  assuming  to  isu;t  as  bailiff  of  the  said  plaintifia 
so  being  Sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  of  exe- 
cuting such  warrant,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c»,  at  &c., 
before  the  return  of  the  said  writ,  and  within  the  baili- 
wick of  the  said  Sheriff,  did  seize  and  take  divers  goods 
and  chattels,  then  in  the  possession  of  JP.  Bemasconi, 
&c.,  of  the  value  of  20,000/.,  but  did  not  levy  thereout 
the  sum  indorsed  on  the  said  writ,  or  any  part  thereof; 
and  that  before  the  time  of  the  said  seizure  last  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  the  19th  November,  1825,  at  fcc,  a  cer- 
tain commission  of  bankrupt  had  been  awarded  and  issued 
against  the  said  A*  H.  Chambers;  and  the  said  JP.  BemaS" 
coni,  &c.,  at  the  time  of  the  said  seizure,  held  and  claimed 
possession  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  seized,  as  as- 
signees of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  A,  H.  Chambers 
in  the  said  writ  named,  under  the  said  commission,  to  wit, 
at  &c*^  and  the  said  plaintiffs  say,  that  afterwards,  to  wit. 
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ori  the  SSrd  May,  18^,  at  &c.»  a  certain  rule  was  made  E*eh.  of  Pinu, 
by  the  said  Court  of  King*s  Bench,  whereby  the  said  plain-  - 

tiffsi  Sheriff  as  aforesaid,  were  ordered  by  the  said  Court  Fahebrother 
to  return  the  said  writ;  and  thereupon,  afterwards,  in  EaS"  wors'lbt. 
ier  Term,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  &c.,  the  said  plain- 
tiffs. Sheriff  as  aforesaid,  did  move  the  Court,  that  the  said 
nde  to  return  the  said  writ  might  be  enlarged  until  the 
said  Sheriff  should  be  indemnified  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Maister;  and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  in 
die  same  Court,  in  respect  of  the  said  motion  touching  the 
said  writ  and  the  return  thereof,  that  the  said  plaintiffs 
were  Aereby  then  put  unto  divers  large  costs  and  charges 
about  the  same  motion,  to  the  amount  of  a  certain  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  &c.  Averment  of  notice 
to  J.  H,  the  younger,  and  request  to  him  by  the  plain- 
tiffs to'  pay  them  the  said  costs  and  charges  to  which 
they  had  been  so  put  as  aforesaid  The  declaration  then 
stated,  that,  by  reason  of  the  said  seizure,  and  of  the 
acts  of  the  said  J.  H.  the  younger  done  in  and  about 
the  executing  of  the  said  warrant,  the  said  F.  BemaS" 
com,  &C.,  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  commenced  and  pro- 
secuted in  the  said  Court  of  King's  Bench  a  certain  ac- 
tion of  trespass  against  the  said  now  plaintiffs  and  the  said 
JI.  WiUon,  in  consequence  whereof  the  said  plaintiffs  did 
afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  make  an  application  in  and  to  the 
said  Court,  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  the  said  action  of 
trespass,  until  they  the  said  Sheriff  should  be  indemnified; 
and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  in  the  same 
Court  touching  the  said  application,  that  the  said  plaintiffs 
were  thereby  there  put  to  divers  other  large  costs  and 
charges  about  the  same  application,  to  the  amount,  &c« 
Averments  of  notice  and  request  as  before. 
The  declaration  (a),  then  averred,  that  the  said  J.  H.  the 

(ja)  There  were  six  other  breaches,  as  to  which  do  question  arose  on 
the  present  occasion. 
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**^ir{i^*^'  younger,  as  such  bailiff  as  aforesaid^  after  the  making  the 
V     V  '  '^     said  seizure,  and  before  the  return  of  the  said  writ,  to  wit, 

Fakebrotber.  jl^c.,  instructed  the  said  plaintiffs  as  such  Sheriff,  and  re- 
WoRBLBT.  quested  them  to  return,  and  the  said  plakitiffs,  as  such  She* 
riff,  did,  by  his  instructions,  and  at  his  request,  then  and 
there  return  upon  the  said  writ,  that  the  said  A.  H,  Cham" 
bers,  in  the  said  writ  named,  had  not  any  goods  or  chattels 
in  the  said  Sheriff's  bailiwick,  whereof  the  said  Sheriff 
could  cause  to  be  levied  the  debt  and  damages  Hi  that 
writ  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof;  by  reason  whereof 
the  said  H.  Wilion  afterwards,  to  wit,  in  Hilary  Term, 
1828,  commenced  and  prosecuted,  in  the  Court  o(  Exche- 
query  to  wit,  &c.,  a  certain  action  on  the  case  against  the 
said  plaintiffs,  for  the  recovery  of  the  damages  alleged  to 
have  been  sustained  by  the  said  H.  Wilion  by  reason  et 
the  said  return  so  made  by  the  said  plaintiffs  upon  the  said 
writ,  and  of  the  non-execution  thereof;  and  such  proceed- 
ings were  thereupon  had  in  the  said  Court  of  his  late  Ma- 
jesty, in  the  said  last-mentioned  suit, .that  the  said  now 
plaintiffs,  by  reason  thereof,  did  suffer,  sustain,  and  were 
put  unto  divers  other  large  damages,  losses,  costs,  and 
charges,  to  the  amount  of  500/.,  in  and  about  defending 
the  said  last-mentioned  action,  and  incidental  thereto:  of 
all  which  several  premises,  the  said  J.  H.  the  younger, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  had  notice,  and  was 
then  and  there  requested  by  the  said  plaintiffs  to  pay  them 
the  damages,  losses,  costs,  and  charges  which  the  said  plain- 
tiffs had  so  suffered,  sustained,  and  been  put  unto,  as  last 
aforesaid,  and  to  indemnify  them  from  and  against  the 
same,  to  wit,  at  &c. 

The  second  (a)  plea  to  the  breach  in  question  was,  that 
the  said  A.  H.  CAamier^  had  not,  at  any  time  from  the  de- 
livery of  the  said  writ  oi  fieri  facias  in  that  breach  men- 


(a)  The  first  plea  took  issue  on  the  fact  of  the  instructions  to  the 
Sheriff  to  return  the  writ 
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tioned,  before  the  said  return  thereof^  any  goods  or  chat-  ^^^  of  pum, 

tels  in  the  bailiwick  of  the  said  Sheriffj  whereof  the  said  '  ^ 

Sheriff  could  cause  to  be  levied  the  debt  and  damages  in  Farebrother 

that  writ  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof.  Wors'let. 
Demurrer  and  joinder. 

BurcheU  for  the  plaintiffs. — If  this  plea  were  to  suc- 
ceed, it  would  be  impossible  for  a  Sheriff  to  protect  him- 
self; for^  the  present  covenant  has  been  framed  expressly 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  Sheriff  from  the  conse- 
quences of  all  returns  and  acts  of  the  bailiff  by  which  loss 
or  injury  may  be  sustained  by  the  Sheriff;  and  it  is  inten- 
tionally not  confined  to  the  mis-returns  or  wrongful  acts  of 
the  bailiff.  The  covenant  is,  that  the  bailiff,  or  his  sure- 
ties, should  indemnify,  &c.,  the  Sheriff  against  all  actions 
and  loss,  &c.,  which  might  be  commenced,  &c.,  or  which 
he  might  be  put  to,  &c.,  or  be  liable  unto,  for  or  by  reo" 
son  of  the  executing f  not  executing,  returning,  or  not  re- 
turning,  or  mis-return  of  any  writ,  Sfc,  occasioned  by  the 
act  or  default  of  the  scud  bailiff,  or  by  reason  of  any  exe- 
cution, escape,  or  any  other  cause  happening  by  the  act  or 
default  of  the  said  bailiff. 

The  object  of  this  provision  was,  to  make  the  bailiff  run 
the  risk  of  all  suits  which  should  be  brought  against  the 
Sheriff  for  his  acts,  whether  rightful  or  wrongful.  The 
present  was  a  risk  of  office  brought  on  the  Sheriff  by  the 
act  of  the  bailiff,  and  falls  within  the  meaning  of  the  co- 
venant, which  was  intended  to  protect  the  Sheriff  from  the 
consequences  of  all  rightful  acts  of  the  bailiff. 

This  is  not  like  the  cases  of  covenants  for  title  on  the 
sale  of  a  real  estate,  where  the  covenant  has  been  held  not 
to  extend  to  guard  the  estate  from  wrongful  acts;  here 
there  is  a  consideration  for  covenants  against  all  acts, 
rightful  or  wrongful ;  for,  the  office  of  bailiff  is  a  continuing 
office,  and  he  gets  a  profit  on  each  act,  and  this,  therefore, 
may  well  be  taken  to  be  a  covenant  as  to  each  particular 
act. 
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^^^l**^      The  word  return  muBt  mean  rightful  return,  or  else  what 
^      y      ^    is  the  use  of  the  subsequent  words  mis-retunij  and  no  re- 

PAmBBftOTBBE     tUm? 

WoB«LET.         iBajfleg,  B. — ^Try  it  in  this  way:  Could  the  Sheriff  re- 
cover the  extra  costs  in  an  action  in  which  he  succeeds?] 

Yes;  or  if  he  were  to  succeed  and  recover  costs  agunst 
an  insoWent,  it  is  submitted  that  this  instrument  would 
protect  him.  The  whole  scope  of  the  covenant  is  to  put 
the  bailiff  in  the  place  of  the  Sheriffi  and  the  words  ought 
to  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  covenantor.  The 
instructions  from  which  to  make  the  return  of  the  writ,  are 
surely  the  act  of  the  bailiff,  and  against  his  aei  the  cove- 
nant expressly  protects  the  Sheriff.  By  a  preceding  cove- 
nant, also,  the  Sheriff  is  to  be  indemnified  against  the  costs 
or  charges,  &c.,  &c.,  touching  or  concerning  any  matter 
wherein  the  bailiff  should  aci,  or  assume  to  act,  as  bnaUff 
to  the  said  Sheriff. 

Mannings  contra. — This  is  an  attempt  to  fix  the  execu- 
tor of  a  deceased  surety,  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law, 
and  the  contract  of  the  parties.  The  poundage  is  the  legal 
indemnity  to  the  Sheriff  against  the  risks  of  office ;  and  this 
he  reserves  to  himself,  whilst  he  attempts  to  throw  on  the 
surety  the  risk  which  the  law  intends  that  he  should  bear. 
But  the  words,  ''  occasioned  by  the  act  or  default  of  the 
bailiff,**  &c.,  over-ride  the  whole  of  the  preceding  clause. 
The  word  "  default**  clearlymeans  a  wrongfiil  ** not-doing;** 
and  then  the  word ''  act,**  on  which  reliance  has  been  placed, 
will  mean  a  wrongful  doing.  So,  the  common  covenant  for 
quiet  enjoyment  without  the  let  of  grantor,  &c.,  or  any 
other  person  soever,  is  confined  in  construction  to  the  la»* 
Jul  let  only  (a).  If  such  construction  arises  from  the  nature 
of  the  instrument  on  the  covenant  for  title,  surely,  d  nuUto 
fortiori  f  the  words ''  by  the  act  or  default  of  the  bailiff,**must 
be  construed  to  confine  the  indemnity  to  the  wrongful 

(a)  Dudley  y.  Folliet,  3  T.  R.  584. 
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act|  or  default  of  the  bailiff.    A  correct  or  true  return  ExcIl  rf  PUat, 
by  the  bailiff  to  the  Sheriff  can  never  come  within  this     .   ^^^*  ^ 
provision.  Farebrothbe 

But  a  preceding  covenant  was  prayed  in  aid  by  the  other  worblet. 
side^  by  which  the  Sheriff  is  to  be  indemnified  from  costs, 
&c.,  touching  or  concerning  any  matter  wherein  the  bailiff 
should  act,  or  assume  to  act,  as  bailiff.  The  general  words 
of  that  covenant,  however,  are  qualified,  by  there  being  an 
express  subsequent  covenant  as  to  returns,  which  is  re- 
stricted to  injuries  arising  from  fDrongful  acts  or  defaults. 

The  breach  in  question  is  bad,  for  it  does  not  shew  what 
is  become  of  the  action  by  Wilton.  That  action  may  be 
still  pending,  and  if  the  plaintiffs  might  recover  without 
shewing  an  end  to  the  suit  (as  they  must  do  in  cases  of 
malicious  prosecutions),  the  bailiff  might  be  fixed  with  a 
fresh  action,  de  die  in  dtetn,  for  every  shilling  expended 
from  time  to  time  in  the  progress  of  the  suit ;  and  that, 
though  the  Sheriff  were  sure  of  receiving  the  whole  costs 
from  the  opposite  party  at  the  end  of  the  suit  Besides, 
the  breach  does  not  state  that  the  expenses  were  incurred 
necessarily.  If  they  were  incurred  wantonly,  they  surely 
do  not  fall  within  the  meaning  of  this  obligation.  They 
should  either  be  stated  to  have  been  incurred  necessarily, 
or  with  the  assent  and  concurrence  of  the  parties  to  be 
charged.  In  this  breach,  neither  of  these  facts  is  stated; 
and  the  present  appears  to  be  an  attempt  to  saddle  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  surety  with  expenses  which  the  Sheriff 
has  wantonly  incurred,  by  choosing  to  mix  himself  up  as  a 
party  in  the  litigation. 

[^Bayley,  B. — You  have  not  pleaded,  that,  if  any  damage 
were  sustained,  it  was  wrongfully  sustained  by  the  She- 
riff. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — If  the  expenses  had  been  wan- 
tonly sustained,  the  part  of  the  breach  which  states  that 
**  the  plaintiffs,  by  reason  thereof,  sustained  loss,"  &c., 
would  not  be  true]. 
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EMk.  of  PUoi,      Burckell,  in  reply.— The  words  "  by  reason  ihereof** 
V      V  ^     dearly  implyi  that  the  loss  was  sustained  necessarily  by  the 
Farebkother   plaintiffs. 

V. 
WORSLET. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  (a),  C.  B.— The  substantial  question 
intended  to  be  raised  upon  this  record,  and  which  was  dis- 
cussed yesterday,  is,  whether,  when  the  bailiff  has  acted 
properly  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  by  making  a  proper 
return  to  the  Sheriff,  for  which  return  an  action  has  been 
brought  against  the  Sheriff,  and  costs  and  charges  haTe 
been  incurred  by  him,  the  bailiff  and  his  surety  be  liable 
for  such  costs  and  charges.  It  appears  to  me,  that  the 
case  I  have  stated  falls  distinctly  within  the  Umguage  of 
one  of  the  covenants;  -and,  on  looking  through  the  rest  of 
the  instrument,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether 
there  is  any  other  covenant  or  provision  to  qualify  or  re- 
strain the  meaning  of  the  one  in  question,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  me  that  there  is  any  thing  to  justify  me  in  declin- 
ing to  put  upon  the  covenant  I  have  alluded  to  the  meaning 
which  its  terms  naturally  import.  The  part  of  the  deed  to 
which  I  refer  is  this,  "  that  the  bailiff  shall  pay,  &c.|  to 
the  Sheriff,  &c.,  the  costs  and  charges  of  defending  any 
action,  and  of  promoting  or  opposing  any  motion  in,  or  ap- 
plication to' the  Court,  touching  or  concerning  any  matter 
wherein  the  bailiff  should  act,  or  assume  to  act,  as  bailiff 
to  the  said  Sheriff."  In  this  case,  the  bailiff  pointed  out 
the  return  to  be  made  on  the  writ.  On  that  return,  an 
action  was  brought  against  the  Sheriff,  and  costs  and 
charges  were  incurred  by  him.  These,  therefore,  were 
costs  and  charges  in  defending  an  action  in  a  matter 
wherein  the  bailiff  acted  as  bailiff  to  the  Sheriff,  the  now 
plaintiffs.  They  therefore  fall  precisely  within  the  words 
of  the  deed,  and  I  see  nothing  to  prevent  those  words  from 

(a)  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  pronounced  the  day  after  the 
argument. 
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taking  effect.      With  respect  to  the  other  covenant^  I  Etch,  rf  Pleas, 
should  feel  more  difficulty.    The  Sheriff  by  that  is  to  be  ^ 

indemnified  against  any  loss  that  may  arise  from  the  act  or  Farebrother 
default  of  the  bailiff.  Now^  if  the  bailiff  actsproperlyi  Worslet. 
and  gives  correct  instructions  for  the  return^  and  a  third 
party  brings  an  action  for  such  return,  it  does  not  appear 
to  me  that  the  loss  happens  through  the  act  or  default  of 
the  bailiff,  but  rather  from  the  act  of  the  third  party,  who 
has  chosen  to  bring  the  action.  The  same  reasoning  is 
applicable  to  the  remaining  covenants.  My  opinion  pro- 
ceeds on  the  ground  that  the  covenant  to  which  I  first  re- 
ferred embraces  the  present  case. 

An  objection  was  taken  to  the  terms  in  which  this  breach 
was  assigned.  It  was  said  that  it  should  have  stated  that 
the  expenses  were  necessarily  incurred;  but  I  think  that 
it  was  more  correct  to  follow  the  words  of  the  covenant,  in 
assigning  the  breach,  as  has  been  done  in  the  present  case. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  ground  for  objecting 
to  the  present  declaration,  and  that  there  should  be  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiffs. 

BayljKt,  B. — My  opinion  agrees  with  that  which  has 
been  expressed  by  Lord  Lyndhurst^  and  it  is  founded  on 
that  part  of  the  covenants  to  which  he  has  referred.  The 
Sheriff  may  select  such  persons  as  he  chooses  to  execute 
process  for  him,  and  may  impose  such  terms  in  selecting 
any  particular  person,  as  such  person  and  his  sureties  may 
acquiesce  in.  The  covenant  contains  a  stipulation  on  the 
part  of  the  bailiff  and  his  sureties,  that  they  will  pay  to  the 
Sheriff,  &c.,  all  costs,  &c«  &c.,  touching  or  concerning  any 
matter  wherein  the  said  bailiff  should  act,  or  assume  to  act, 
as  bailiff  to  the  said  Sheriff.  Now,  there  is  no  doubt,  on 
the  terms  in  which  this  breach  is  assigned,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs have  averred  that  they  have  incurred  costs  in  a  mat- 
ter in  which  the  bailiff  has  acted  as  bailiff  to  the  Sheriff, 
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Aptfft.  nf  PiMit  and  therefore,  unless  there  be  something  in  the  rest  of  the 
^    deed  to  justify  us  in  putting  a  different  construction  upon 

Fakbbrotbke  this  covenant  from  what  its  words  wou\A.primd  fade  im- 
WoRBLBT.  porti  the  Sheriff  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the  sureties  of 
the  bailiff  to  reimburse  him  as  to  these  costs.  Now,  on 
looking  at  the  other  stipulations,  I  see  nothing  which  will 
justify  us  in  putting  a  different  construction  upon  the  co» 
venant  in  question,  from  that  which  it  naturally  bears,  or 
which  should  prevent  us  from  putting  the  same  construe* 
tion  upon  it  as  if  it  stood  simplidterf  by  itself. 

The  early  part  of  the  instrument  points  out  the  duty  of 
the  bailiff.  It  then  proceeds  to  mention  the  instances  in 
which  the  Sheriff  may  be  put  to  expense,  [the  learned 
Baron  here  read  that  part  of  the  instrument],  and  after- 
wards come  the  stipulations  for  indemnifying  the  SheriC 
Now,  the  general  scope  of  these  stipulations  is  perhaps  ra- 
ther to  embrace  those  cases  in  which  the  bailiff  may  be  in 
some  respect  to  blame ;  but  some  of  the  concluding  ones 
would,  I  think,  justify  the  Sheriff  in  calling  upon  the  bailiff 
or  his  sureties,  to  indemnify  him  against  the  consequences 
of  acts  of  the  bailiff  in  which  he  has  not  been  to  blame. 
The  Sheriff  may  be  injured  in  consequence  of  the  acts  of 
the  bailiff,  though  the  latter  has  acted  properly  in  eveiy 
respect;  and  I  think  that  it  was  the  intention  of  thb  in- 
strument, that  the  Sheriff  should  be  indemnified  whether 
the  bailiff  were  innocent  or  not.  There  is  no  reason  why 
the  Sheriff  should  not  take  an  indemnity  to  secure  himself 
from  loss  arising  out  of  transactions  where  he  and  the 
bailiff  are  both  innocent. 

If  it  could  be  said  that  the  Sheriff  had,  of  huown 
wrong,  been  put  to  these  expenses,  so  that  the  Uame 
would  rest  upon  him,  then,  as  his  own  wrong  would 
have  been  the  cause  of  the  damage,  he  would  be  the  pro» 
per  party  on  whom  the  loss  should  fidl,  and  he  cooU  not 
caU  upon  the  bailiff  or  his  sureties  to  indemnify  hiuk  Bat, 
on  the  face  of  this  record,  we  cannot  say  that  the  Sheriff 
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is  to  blame;  and  he  must  be  takeiij  on  these  pleadinn.  to  Are*,  rf  Pi^m, 
be  an  innocent  party.  ^  *'"''  ^ 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  upon  the  true  construe-  Farbbrotrbe 
tion  of  this  instrument,  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover     worslbt. 
the  expenses  in  question,  and,  consequently,  our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  concur  entirely  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court.  This  is  a  demurrer  to  a  plea  which  professes  to 
be  an  answer  to  the  seventh  breach  assigned  in  the  decla- 
ration in  this  case.  It  becomes  necessary  to  see  what  is 
the  nature  of  the  covenants,  and  whether  those  covenants 
do  not  reach  the  facts  in  question.  It  has  been  argued 
that  the  covenants  only  indemnify  against  the  wrongful 
acts  of  the  bailiff;  but,  upon  this  breach,  it  is  at  least  doubt- 
ful whether  the  conduct  of  the  bailiff  can  be  called  an  in- 
nocent act.  In  looking  at  the  stipulations  of  the  instrub- 
mmt,  one  cannot  help  seeing  that  this  instrument  is 
drawn  with  particular  accuracy  and  care.  The  earlier 
stipulations  are  more  general,  and  as  they  proceed  they 
become  more  special  and  minute.  [The  learned  Baron 
then  went  through  the  covenants,  and  compared  them 
with  the  breach].  It  is  impossible  to  have  words  more 
general  or  better  adapted  to  meet  every  case,  not  only  of 
wrongful  but  of  innocent  acts ;  and  I  know  of  no  law  which 
prevents  the  Sheriff  frcmi  so  guarding  himself  against  the 
acts,  whether  rightful  or  wrongful,  of  the  bailiff,  or  the 
bailiff  from  agreeing  to  such  stipulations,  if  he  choose  so  to 
do.  It  appears  to  me  that  these  stipulations  distinctly 
comprehend  the  case  of  the  costs  which  have  been  incur- 
red in  defending  the  action ;  and,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

BoLLAND,  B. — It  has  been  submitted  to  the  Court,  that 
this  ia  an  attempt  to  fix  the  surety,  contrary  to  the  policy 
of  the  law,  and  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.    It  ia  not. 
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^'^^/^^  ^ovfeyevt  contrary  to  the  policjrof  the  law ;  for  it  is  merely  a 
V     .^     .^     contract  between  two  individuals  for  the  sharing  of  respoa- 

Farebrothie  sibilities  which  may  arise  from  the  one  placing  the  other 
WoKBLBT.      in  a  particular  situation,  the  one  being  free  to  offer^  the 
other  to  accept  or  refuse  the  terms  offered.    Nor  do  I  see 
any  thing  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  ex- 
pressed by  them  in  this  deed.     Looking  at  the  whole  of 
the  contract,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  the 
intention  was,  that  the  covenant  should  cover  all  expenses 
incurred  by  the  Sheriff,  whether  they  arose  from  the  pro- 
per or  improper  acts  of  the  bailiff.   Then  comes  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  contract  is  framed  so  as  to  carry  this  in- 
tention into  effect.     The  Sheriff  is  to  be  indemnified  from 
and  against ''  all  costs,  &c.  which  he  might  pay  or  be  liable 
unto,  for  or  by  reason  of"  (then  come  the  causes  from 
which  the  above  consequences  are  to  flow,)  '*  the  executing^ 
not  executing,  returning ,  or  not  returning,  or  mis-retumcf 
any  writ,  process,  ^c.  occasioned  by  the  act  or  defauU  of 
the  bailiff.'*    I  should  feel  inclined  to  give  a  larger  con- 
struction to  those  expressions  than  has  been  given  by  die 
Lord  Chief  Baron.     I  do  not  say  that  the  expression  '*  act 
or  default"  is  merely  tautologous;  but  I  think  that  without 
it  the  construction  would  have  been  the  same;  for  the 
words ''  returning,  non-returning,  or  mis-return,"  &c.,  seem 
to  have  completely  embraced  the  case  in  question :  and 
when  I  look  at  the  earlier  parts,  to  see  whether  the  indem- 
nity was  to  extend  to  the  acts  of  others  as  well  as  of  the 
bailiff,  I  think  the  words  bind  the  bailiff  to  take  upon  him- 
self, if  not  all,  at  least  many  liabilities  incurred  by  the 
Sheriff  from  the  acts  of  third  parties.   In  the  latter  part,  the 
words  "  returning,"  &c.  contemplate  the  mere  act  of  the 
bailiff;  and,  whether  that  be  rightful  or  wrongful,  the  bail- 
iff clearly  stipulates  to  indemnify  fhe  Sheriff  against  its 
consequences.     I  think,  therefore,  that  the  construction 
which  the  plainti£&  seek  to  put  upon  this  agreement  is 
neither  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  nor  to  the  inten- 
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tion  of  the  parties,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  ^"^^^f  *""' 

die  judgment  of  the  Court  ^«— «v — -^ 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs.  Farbbrother 

WOR8LEY, 


After  the  judgment,  Manning  prayed  to  amend ;  but 
the  Court  refused  to  allow  it,  observing,  that,  even  after 
argument,  a  demurrer  could  not  be  withdrawn  unless  upon 
an  affidavit  shewing  that  the  justice  of  the  case  required  a 
trial  upon  the  merits. 


Millar  v.  Bowden. 

On  a  former  day  Channel!  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  The  rule  of 
cause  why  the  service  of  a  quo  minus  should  not  be  set  requires  the  day 
aside  for  irregularity,  with  costs,  upon  the  ground,  that  "nd  yewTo  be 
the  day  of  the  month  and  year   on  which  the  same  was  indorsed  on  the 

-  ,  procesSi  it  mere- 

issued  was  not  indorsed  upon  the  process,  in  pursuance  of  ly  directory; 
the  rule  M.  T.  1  Will.  4  (a).  tm n^ot Seaside 

the  service  of 
process,  because 

JFohn  Jervis  shewed  cause. — The  rule  of  Court  is  mere-  there  is  no  such 
ly  directory,  and  the  indorsement  is  no  part  of  the  writ,  upon  iL 
Coleby  ▼.  Norris  (6).  He  further  produced  an  affidavit 
which  stated,  that,  immediately  upon  the  rule  being  served, 
the  plaintiff*s  attorney  requested  the  defendant's  attorney 
to  point  out  the  irregularity,  and  offered  to  waive  the  pro- 
ceedings, to  which  no  answer  was  returned,  and  contend- 
ed, upon  the  authority  of  Beeston  v.  Beckett  (c),  that,  if 
the  rule  were  made  absolute,  it  could  only  be  upon  tlie 
terms  of  the  defendant  paying  all  costs  incurred  subsequent 
to  the  notice. 

Channell,  contra, — The  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

(a)  Antet  p.  274.  (6)  1  Wil.  ?!.  (r)  4  M.  &  R.  100. 

VOL*  I.  Q  Q 
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Efth.  of  ruutf  It  is  of  great  importance  to  a  defendant,  who  is  called  up- 
on to  appear  to  process,  to  know  the  day  on  which  it 
issued.  Suppose,  for  instance,  his  defence  to  the  action 
is  a  tender :  How  is  he  to  know,  hut  firom  the  indorsement 
on  the  writ,  when  it  issued  ?  The  service  ^ves  him  no  in- 
formation; for  that  may  have  heen,  and  often  b,  many 
days  after  the  writ  was  sued  out;  and  a  defendant  who 
may  have  believed  himself  to  have  made  a  tender,  bond 
fide^  and  in  sufficient  time,  may  find,  when  the  writ  is  pro- 
duced at  the  trial,  that  his  tender  was  too  late,  and  thus 
he  defeated  in  what  was  meant  to  be,  and  is  now  consider- 
ed, an  honest  defence  to  the  action.  It  is  true,  he  may 
search  at  the  proper  office,  and  so  ascertain  when  the  writ 
issued ;  but,  a  defendant  ought  not  to  be  put  to  that  trou- 
ble and  expense.  Other  reasons  may  be  given  to  shew 
the  importance  to  a  defendant  of  the  information  which 
this  writ  withholds.  Suppose,  again,  his  defence  is  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

[Lord  Lyndhurst. — It  is  not  pretended  by  you  that  the 
defendant  in  this  case  has  sustained  any  inconvenience]. 

This  affidavit,  it  must  be  admitted,  does  not  disclose 
any,  and,  perhaps,  none  may  have  arisen;  but  the  question 
must  be  considered  upon  general  principles.  One  object 
of  the  rule  of  Court  unquestionably  was,  to  give  defendants 
in  this  Court  advantages,  which,  as  to  this  point,  defend- 
ants have  long  had  in  the  other  Courts  of  law;  and  the 
rule  being  express  in  its  terms,  and  one  of  which  the  plains 
tiff's  attorney  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  aware,  his 
client  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  aviul  himself,  at  any  rate, 
of  the  service  of  a  writ,  or  of  the  writ  itself,  when  it  is 
not  in  conformity  with  an  express  rule.  The  surest  me- 
thod of  enforcing  attention  to  rules  of  practice  is,  to  set 
aside  proceedings  which  manifestly  disregard  those  rules. 
As  to  the  affidavit  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff*,  that  may,  in- 
deed, be  a  ground  to  induce  the  Court  to  refuse  the  de- 
fendant the  costs  he  has  asked  for,  but  that  is  all.    Surely 
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a  party  who  admits  himself  to  have  been  guilty  of  an  irre-  ^^h.  of  Pieas, 
gularityi  is  not  to  say,  you  may,  if  you  please,  take  advan- 
tage of  it,  but  you  must  first  purchase  your  right  to  do  so, 
by  paying  me  my  costs  of  appearing  upon  the  very  pro- 
ceedings by  which  the  irregularity  is  brought  under  the 
consideration  of  the  Court. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule 
of  Court  is  merely  directory,  and  that  this  is  not  such  an 
irregularity  as  calls  upon  the  Court  to  set  aside  the  service 
of  the  process.  But,  as  this  is  the  first  application  under 
the  rule  of  Court,  this  rule  must  be  discharged  without 
costs. 

Baylsy,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Shaw  v. 
Evans  {a\  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  a  rule  of 
Court  applicable  to  warrants  of  attorney  was  merely  di- 
rectory. 

Rule  discharged  without  costs. 

(a)  10EaBt,576. 


Gledstanb  v.  Hewitt. 

Detinue  on  bailment  of  a  promissory  note,  delivered  To  a  count  in 

by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  to  be  redelivered  on  re-  ^S^em**o"f*!!^ 

quest.     Averment  of  a  special  request  (a).  tobTr^drv^r  d 

Plea,  that  before  the  exhibiting  the  bill  of  the  plaintiff,  on  request,  the 

to  wit,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  delivered  the  said  promissory  note  pieaded^that 

to,  and  deposited  and  lodged  the  said  promissory  note  with,  J^^p^'^ted^^ 

note  with  him, 
to  be  kept  as  a  pledge  and  security  for  the  repayment  of  a  loan  of  50/.;  the  plainlifT  replied,  a 
tender  of  the  SOl-.-^Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  good,  and  no  departure. 

(a)  There  was  a  second  count  on  a  finding. 

Qu2 
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^ch.  of  Pleat,  the  defendant,  to  be  by  him  kept  as  a  pledge  and  security 
V — .^,-— ^     for  the  repayment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
Gledstane     sun,  of  50/    then  lent  and  advanced  by  the  defendant  to 
Hewitt.       the  plaintiff,  upon  the  faith  and  security  of  the  said  pro- 
missory note,  and  which  said  sum  of  50L  had  not  at  any 
time  before  the  exhibiting  the  bill,  &c.,  been  repaid  to  the 
defendant,  but  still  remained  wholly  due  and  unpaid.    By 
reason  whereof,  the  defendant  from  thence  hitherto  de- 
tainedj  and  still  detains,  &c.  &c. 

Replication,  that  the  plaintiff,  after  the  said  depositing 
and  lodging  the  said  promissory  note  with  the  defendant, 
and  before  the  exhibiting  the  bill,  &c.,  was  ready  and  will- 
ing, and  then  and  there  tendered  and  offered  to  pay  to  the 
defendant  the  said  sum  of  50/.,  and  then  and  there  re- 
quired the  defendant  to  redeliver  up  to  him  the  said  pro- 
missory note,  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  wholly 
refused  to  do;  wherefore,  &c.  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  shewing  for  cause,  that  plaintiff  had, 
in  his  said  replication,  departed  from  the  declaration,  and 
relied  upon  a  new  ground  of  action,  and  that  the  matters 
alleged  in  the  replication  did  not  support  the  declaration, 
but  were  inconsistent  with  it. 

Cresswell,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  replication 
is  a  departure;  it  does  not  support  the  declaration,  but  it 
contains  matter  which  would  defeat  the  right  of  action  as 
stated  in  the  declaration.  The  contract  stated  in  the  plea, 
and  admitted  by  the  replication,  is  totally  different  from 
that  stated  in  the  declaration.  The  one  alleges  a  general 
bailment,  the  other  a  bailment  for  a  special  purpose, 
which  may  be^  and  ought  to  be,  traversed  in  the  replica- 
tion. 

In  Kettle  v.  Bromsall{a),  the  delivery  in  the  declaration /o 
be  safely  keply  differed  from  the  delivery  to  take  care  of,  as 

(fl)  Willes,  120. 
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hisoum  proper  goodsi  &c.^  as  alleged  in  the  plea;  and  the  Exch,  of  Pleat, 
replicationi  therefore,  was  held  to  have  rightly  traversed  the  *  ^ 

only  material  part  of  the  plea.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Willes,  Gledstanb 
in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  observed — "  The  only  Hewitt. 
material  part,  therefore^  of  this  plea  is,  whether  the  goods 
in  the  declaration  were  delivered  to  the  defendant  only  to 
take  care  of  them  as  bis  own,  &c.,  and  this  fact  the  plain- 
tiff has  traversed."  In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  have  traversed  the  material  part  of  the  plea,  which  sets 
up  a  bailment  inconsistent  with  the  delivery  in  the  declara* 
tion. 

Mitts  V.  Graham  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  this 
is  a  departure;  for,  in  that  case,  it  was  distinctly  held 
at  the  trial,  that  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  which 
stated  a  bailment  of  goods  to  be  redelivered  upon  re* 
quest  (as  in  the  present  case),  was  not  supported  by  evi- 
dence  of  a  bailment  for  a  special  purpose ;  and  the  plaintiff 
retained  his  verdict  on  the  second  count,  which  was  on  a 
finding.  Sir  James  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  says  in  that  case :  "A 
bailment  of  goods  to  be  redelivered  imports  an  agreement 
to  redeliver;  all  special  bailments  import  a  contract  to  re- 
deliver when  the  purpose  for  which  the  goods  were  depo" 
sited  is  answered.^*  The  two  contracts  are  therefore  essen- 
tially  different;  and  as  the  declaration  states  the  one^  the 
replication,  which  admits  the  other,  is  bad,  as  departing 
from  the  declaration. 

WightmaUt  contra.--The  gist  of  the  action  of  detinue 

■ 

is  the  detainer;  Isaac  v.  Clarke  (6);  and  the  replication 
does  support  the  declaration,  because  it  shews  the  de- 
tainer to  be  unlawful;  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  said  to  be  a 
departure,  for  a  departure  is  where  the  replication  con- 
tains matter  which  does  not  support,  but  defeats  the  de- 
claration, and  varies  from  it  in  some  material  part. 

(a)  1  New  Rep.  140. 
(b)  1  Roll.  Rep.  128;  Bull.  N.  P.  51 ;  2  Bulstrode,  306. 
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Exch.rf  Pleas,  The  bailmeDt  clearly  is  not  the  gist  of  the  action,  nor  is  it 
^  ^  '  -  traversable.  Bro.  Ab,  title  "  Detinue  de  Biens^  pi.  60. 
Gledstanb  In  MiUs  V.  Graham,  the  Court  did  not  decide  that  a  spe- 
Hewitt,  cial  bailment  was  traversable;  and  Mr.  Justice  Ckambre 
particularly  guarded  himself  from  being  supposed  to  say, 
that  such  special  bailment  might  be  traversed.  Bateman  v. 
Ellman  (a)  is  a  conclusive  authority  in  favour  of  the  re- 
plication in  this  case.  There,  the  count  was  on  a  delivery 
of  plate,  to  be  restored  on  the  17th  May.  A  special  ver- 
dict was  found,  by  which  it  appeared,  that  the  plaintiff 
bargained  and  sold  the  goods  to  the  defendant  by  inden- 
ture, on'condition,  that,  if  a  sum  of  money  was  paid  on  the 
17th  May 9  the  bargain  and  sale  should  be  void;  and  they 
found  the  payment  of  the  money  on  the  day.  It  was  ob- 
jected, that  there  was  not  any  delivery  by  bailment,  but 
by  bargain  and  sale;  but  it  was  held  well  enough,  for,  the 
condition  being  performed,  he  ought  to  have  them  again, 
and  then  the  detainer  is  a  tort. 

The  facts  found  in  that  case  supported  the  declaration; 
and,  in  the  same  way,  the  facts  appearing  on  this  replica- 
tion maintain  the  declaration,  by  shewing  that  the  de- 
tainer after  the  tender  was  wrongful. 

Cresswett,  in  reply. — The  detainer  being  the  gist  of  the 
action  of  detinue,  shews  nothing  as  to  the  form  of  the 
pleadings.  If  a  plaintiff  undertake  in  his  declaration  to 
set  out  a  contract,  he  must  prove  it  in  evidence,  and  must 
not  depart  from  it  in  pleading.  The  non-payment  of  mo^ 
ney  may  be  called  the  gist  of  an  assumpsit  for  such  non- 
payment ;  but^  if  the  plaintiff  allege  a  special  contract  to  pay 
such  money,  he  must  prove  it.  Kettle  v.  Bromsall  shews 
that  the  special  contract  is  material  in  the  action  of  deti- 
nue, and  that  it  may  be  traversed;  for  it  was  traversed  in 
that  case. 

(a)  Cro.  EUz.  866. 
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[Lord  Lyndhursi,  C.  B.—The  general  bailment  laid  in  ExcH.  of  Pleas, 
the  declaration  pledges  the  plaintiff  to  the  proof  of  no-     ^......^.J^ 

thing,  except  that  his  goods  were  in  the  defendant's  hands^     gledbtane 
and  were  wrongfully  detained.     The  first  contract  that  is       hbwitt 
traversable  is  the  one  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

Bayley^  B. — ^Would  the  plea  be  good  if  it  concluded 
with  a  traverse  of  the  general  bailment?] 

It  would  be  goody  unless  demurred  to  specially  as 
amounting  to  the  general  bsue.  In  Baieman  v.  EUman^ 
the  bailment  laid  was  to  redeliver  on  a  particular  day,  and 
not  on  request.  So  soon  as  the  day  was  past,  the  defend- 
ant was  bound  to  redeliver  without  request;  and  the 
performance  of  the  condition  after  which  the  defendant 
would  be  bound  immediately  to  deliver,  made  that  a  gene- 
ral bailment^  which  otherwise  would  have  been  special. 
However,  in  that  case  there  was  no  question  on  the  face 
of  the  pleadings,  but  the  objection  was,  that  the  goods 
were  bargained  and  sold,  and  not  bailed. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B«  (a). — ^The  question  raised  by 
this  demurrer  is,  whether  the  replication  is  a  departure. 
The  declaration  is  in  detinue,  upon  a  bailment  in  the  or- 
dinary form,  to  be  redelivered  on  request.  We  are  of 
opinion,  that,  in  the  action  of  detinue,  the  detainer  is  the 
gist  of  the  action,  and  that  the  bailment  is  merely  induce- 
ment. Otherwise,  in  the  cases  where  a  bailment  different 
from  the  one  in  the  declaration  is  stated  in  the. plea,  it 
would  have  been  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  have  tra- 
versed the  bailment  laid  in  the  declaration. 

In  Bateman  v.  EUman,  it  was  determined  that  the  bail- 
ment laid  in  the  declaration  was  not  material.  I  am  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  there  is  no  departure,  and  that  our 
judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

(d)  The  judgment  of  the  Court     the  day  next  after  the  argument 
in  this  case,  was  not  given  until 
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£xeh.  rf  PUa»t      Baylet,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    Tbe  declara- 

1QQI 

^     tion  states  the  delivery  to  the  defendant  of  a  certain  note, 
Olbdstanx     to  be  redelivered  to  the  plaintiff  upon  request.    Now,  the 
Hewitt.      nature  of  the  action  of  detinue  is,  that  the  detainer  is  the 
gist  of  the  action. 

The  plaintiff  must  make  out  that  he  was  entitled  to  the 
delivery  of  the  article,  and  that  the  defendant  wrongfully 
detained  it;  and  if  he  can  do  that,  he  has  done  all  that  is 
necessary  to  maintain  his  acdon.  He  is  not  bound  to  shew 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  article  came  into  the  de- 
fendant's hands.  It  may  come  iiito  the  defendant's  hands  by 
bailment,  by  pledge,  which  is  a  species  of  bailment,  by  find^ 
ing,  or  by  other  means.  The  action  of  detinue  is  an  action  of 
wrong,  and  it  is  only  necessary  to  prove  so  much  as  is  ma« 
terial ;  and  the  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  alle- 
gation, that  the  note  was  to  be  redelivered  on  request,  is 
essential,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  this  case* 
The  defendant  pleads,  what  in  substance  amounts  to  this, 
that  the  note  was  delivered  on  pledge,  namely,  that  he 
vas  to  hold  it  until  the  plaintiff  paid  him  SOL,  which  is  a 
different  bailment  from  that  stated  in  the  declaration.  If 
the  declaration  is  to  be  considered  as  binding  the  plaintiff 
to  a  contract  to  redeliver  on  request,  the  defendant's  plea 
shoidd  have  concluded  with  a  traverse;  it  should  have 
stated,  that  the  note  was  delivered  by  way  of  pledge,  and 
have  traversed  that  it  was  delivered  to  be  redelivered  on 
request.  That  would  have  been  essential,  if  the  bailment 
in  the  declaration  were  material;  but  the  authorities  shew 
that  such  a  traverse  is  not  the  common  course  of  pleading; 
and  the  defendant  must  shew  such  a  delivery  as  will  give 
him  a  continuing  right  to  withhold  the  article.  If  the 
plaintiff  means  to  insist,  that  the  article  was  not  delivered 
on  the  terms  mentioned  in  the  plea,  he  is  at  liberty,  in  bia 
replication,  so  to  do;  but  it  is  not  for  the  defendant  to  tie 
him  down  to  the  bailment  stated  in  the  declaration  by  a 
traverse.    If  the  plaintiff  docs  not  mean  to  deny  the  terms 
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which  are  stated  in  the  plea^  he  may  shew  that,  even  up*  ^^^'^  ^f  ^^^* 
on  those  terms,  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  withhold.  ^  ^  '^ 
Therefore,  to  a  plea  of  this  description,  the  plaintiff  has  Oledstanb 
the  option  to  deny  the  species  of  delivery  on  which  the  de«  hbwitt. 
fendant  insists,  or  to  shew  such  circumstances  as,  admitting 
the  delivery,  establish  that  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  a 
wrongful  detention*  As  it  seems  to  me,  that  is  clearly  to 
be  deduced  from  the  case  of  Bateman  v.  EUman^  and  the 
other  authorities  on  the  same  point  In  Bro.  Detinue  de 
Bien^f  pL  50,  it  is  said :  **  In  detinue,  it  is  no  plea  that 
plaintiff  did  not  bail  as  laid,  for  the  bailment  is  not  tra- 
versable, and  the  defendant  shall  answer  to  the  detinue.** 
So,  Dyer,  fol.  29  b,  in  detinue  for  forty  quarters  of  wheat, 
the  plaintiff  declared  simply  on  a  contract  for  wheat,  &c. ; 
the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  bought  of  him 
eighty  quarters,  upon  condition,  that,  when  plaintiff  came 
for  the  wheat,  he  should  pay  immediately,  or  otherwise 
the  whole  to  be  void ;  and  further,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
received  thirty  quarters,  and  paid  him  for  them ;  and  at 
another  day  came  and  received  ten  quarters,  and  had  not 
paid  for  them,  so  that  the  contract  became  void ;  thus, 
not  traversing  the  contract  as  stated  in  the  declaration, 
^mplidier,  but  going  on  to  state  circumstances  which 
would  justify  him  in  withholding  the  corn»  Then  the 
question  was  raised,  whether  the  defendant  ought  not  to 
have  concluded  his  plea  with  a  traverse,  because  it  was 
said,  the  plaintiff  states  an  unconditional  contract,  which 
binds  the  defendant  to  deliver,  at  all  events,  and  the  de- 
fendant says  it  is  a  conditional  contract : — ^No,  said  the 
Court,  that  ought  to  come  from  the  plaintiff.  If  the  plain* 
tiff  mean  to  insist  that  there  was  not  such  a  contract  as  that 
stated  in  the  plea,  but  such  as  his  declaration  implies,  he 
should  state  it  in  his  replication.  Now,  that  case  shews 
that  the  statement  in  the  declaration  is  not  a  statement 
which  binds  the  plaintiff,  but  that  he  is  at  liberty,  after- 
wards, to  answer  the  plea  of  the  defendant.    The  defend- 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  ant  muftt  shew  that  the  bargain  stated  by  him  justifies  him  in 
^  that  which  is  the  gist  of  the  action,  the  detainer;  and  then 
Olbdstanb  the  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  deny  the  contract  as  the  defend- 
Hewitt.  ^nt  States  it,  or  to  shew  (that  being  the  true  contract)  that 
there  is  a  wrongful  detention  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
Bateman  v.  EUman  is  exactly  analogous  to  that  case  which 
I  have  mentioned  from  Dyer.  The  plaintiff  declared 
^impliciter  on  a  bailment  to  the  defendant  of  plate,  to  be 
redelivered  on  the  17th  May:  on  a  plea  of  non  deUnei, 
which  put  the  whole  of  the  declaration  in  issue  (as  it  seems 
to  have  been  considered  in  Mills  v.  Grctham  (a)  ),  the  Jury 
found  specially,  that  the  goods  were  bargained  and  sold 
to  the  defendant  by  indenture,  on  a  condition,  that,  if  the 
plaintiff  paid  such,  a  sum  upon  the  17th  May  following, 
the  bargain  should  be  void»  and  they  found  that  the  mo- 
ney was  paid  on  that  day.  No  doubt  that  was  a  finding 
of  a  delivery  on  different  terms  from  those  stated  in  the 
declaration;  but  the  Court  said  it  was  well  enough,  for,  the 
condition  being  performed  by  payment  of  the  money,  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  the  goods  again,  and  then  the  deten- 
tion is  a  tort.  That  case,  as  it  seems  to  me»  shews  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  tied  down  to  the  terms  of  bailment  stated 
in  hb  declaration.  In  the  case  of  Kettle  v.  BromsaU,  the 
plaintiff  declared  on  a  bailment  to  be  safely  kept,  the  de- 
fendant said,  they  were  delivered  to  me  to  be  kept  as  my 
awn  proper  goods,  and  I  was  robbed.  That  would  have 
constituted  an  excuse ;  the  loss  would  fall  not  on  the  de* 
fendant,  but  on  the  ovmer  of  the  goods.  Now,  if  the  al- 
legation of  the  delivery  to  be  safely  kept  was  a  traversable 
allegation,  the  defendant  was  bound  by  the  rules  of  plead- 
ing to  have  traversed  it;  but  it  ia  the  plaintiff  who  denies 
the  allegation  that  he  delivered  the  antiques  to  be  kept  as 
the  defendant's  own  goods ;  and  on  demurrer  the  Court  held 
the  replication  good,  because  the  traverse  was  taken  on  the 

(a)  I  N.  R.  140 
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material  part  of  the  plea»  and  the  loss  by  the  plamtifF  would  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
or  would  not  be  an  excuse,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  ^ 

bailment^  whether  to  be  safely  kept  or  to  be  kept  as  the  Gledstane 
defendant's  own.  Therefore,  that  case,  as  it  seems  to  me,  Hewitt. 
is  consistent  with  the  others,  and,  instead  of  being  an  au* 
thority  for  the  defendant,  is  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  case  of  Mills  v.  Graham  is  a  case  in  which  it  is  im- 
possible to  say  that  the  Court  came  to  any  thing  like  a  ju- 
dicial decision  upon  the  present  point.  The  first  count 
in  that  case  was  on  a  bailment  to  re-deliver  on  request 
— the  second  count  was  on  a  finding ;  it  turned  out  in 
evidence  that  the  goods  were  delivered  in  order  that  the 
defendant  might  do  certain  work  upon  them;  and  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Mansfield,  on  the  trial,  thought  that  the 
goods  had  not  been  delivered  on  the  terms  stated  in  the  first 
count,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  upon 
the  second  count.  It  was  immaterial  whether  he  had  a  verdict 
on  the  count  upon  the  bailment  or  on  that  upon  the  trover. 
On  an  application  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  the  question,  whether 
the  particular  delivery  stated  was  essential  to  be  proved, 
was  much  discussed  at  the  bar,  but  not  by  the  Court. 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Mansfield  by  no  means  gives  an  opin* 
ion  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  the  delivery 
as  alleged — He  says,  **  no  case  has  been  cited  to  prove 
that  where  the  detention  is  wrongful,  the  declaration  may 
not  always  be  supported  upon  an  allegation  of  finding;^ 
though  perhaps  in  cases  of  special  bailments,  it  may  be  fit 
to  require  that  the  plaintiffs  should  declare  specially,  yet 
I  will  not  say  that  it  is  necessary  even  in  these  cases.*' 
Mr.  Justice  Chambre,  that  very  able  pleader,  **  would  not 
say  whether  a  special  bailment  ought  to  be  set  forth  or 
not,  and  whether  such  bailment  might  be  traversed,  but 
was  far  from  saying  that  it  might." 

Thus,  the  authorities  seem  to  shew,  that  though  a  bail* 
ment  is  stated  in  the  declaration,  it  is  not  an  essential  part 
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Ejreh.  of  Pleas,  of  the  dechration,  and  that  the  plaintiff  may  or  may  not, 

V— ^^,..-1^     at  his  election,  in  his  replication,  make  the  terms  of  the  de* 

Gledstanb     livery  material;  but  it  is  for  him  only  to  do  so;  and  he  is 

Hewitt.       not  tied  down  to  the  species  of  bailment  stated  in  his  de^ 

claration^:   and  if  he  can  make  out  that  he  was  entitled  to 

the  possession  and  re-delivery  of  the  goods,  and  that  the 

defendant  wrongfully  withheld  them,  be  will  be  entitled  to 

recover. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Bro.  Ab,, 
title  "  Charter  de  Terres  ^  detinue  de  eux^^  pi.  22  (a), 
there  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  bailment  is  not  a 
material  allegation. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Court.  A 
departure  must  be  in  something  material.  Lee  v.  Rogers  (li). 
The  gist  of  the  action  of  detinue  is  the  detainer,  and  it 
does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  allegation  which  the  de- 
fendant says  has  been  departed  from,  is  material. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  *'  In  detinue  of  charters,  the  whether  by  bailment,  trover,  or  as 

plaintiff  counts  that  they  were  de-  executor,  or  otherwise;  and  the 

livered  to  Sir  If.  N,  to  safely  keep,  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  that  the 

and  that,  after  his  death,  the  same  count  \ns  good."     Bro.  Ab.  uH 

charters  came  to  the  hands  of  the  iupra. 

defendant,  and  does  not  shew  how,  (b)  1  Lev.  110. 
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£rcA.  ii/ Pleas, 
1831. 

Holland  v.  Pelham. 

v/OVENANT  for  arrears  due  on  an  annuity  deed,  where-  The  grant  of  an 
by  one  Stewart,  and  the  defendant,  as  his  surety,  grant-  fe^rm  of  foar'^* 
ed  an  annuity  of  120/.  to  the  plaintiff^  for  the  term  of  the  Hves,  and  the 

•    •    .         X        !!•  /•!  i*«/v«a^i*  •*•        a^       ^     lives  and  life  of 

joint  natural  lives  of  the  plaintin,  M.  his  wife,  M.  A*  the  survivors 
H.,  and  L.  D.,  and  the  lives  and  life  of  the  survivors  ^"n^tTJiT^, 
and  survivor  of  them;  and  covenanted,  within  thirty  days  tenant  hy  the 

All  nit  i»i  •'•'       grantor,  within 

next  after  the  decease  of  such  three  of  them,  the  said  thirty  days  after 
plaintiff,  M.  his  wife,  M.  A.  H.^  and  L.  D.,  as  should  the  tWrdTfe** 
first  depart  this  life,  to  insure  in  some  respectable  office  of  ^^^^^  *^°"^'* 

*      ^  *  drop,  to  insure 

insurance  in  London,  for  the  use  of  the  said  plaintiff,  his  looo^,  (the 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the  sum  of  1000/.,  consideration), 
to  be  paid  on  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  said  lives ;  ance  office*  for 
and  upon  the  completion  of  such  insurance,  to  assign  the  ^*>« «»««  ©^  'i>« 
policy  or  policies  unto  the  said  plaintiff,  his  executors,  ad-  paid  on'the  de- 
ministrators^  and  assigns,  for  his  and  their  sole  use.  survWor:— jjeW 

The  defendant  set  out  the  deed  on  oyer,  and  pleaded,  ^^^  usurious. 
that,  before  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  to  wit, 
&c.,  it  was  corruptly,  and  against  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tute in  that  case  made  and  provided,  agreed,  as  therein 
mentioned,  that  the  plaintiff  should  lend  and  advance  the 
money  in  the  said  indenture  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  upon 
the  termsj  stipulations,  and  agreements,  and  in  manner  and 
form  therein  mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  defendant  should 
execute  and  deliver  the  said  indenture  for  securing  the  re- 
payment thereof  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  according  to  the 
terms  and  stipulations  therein  also  mentioned ;  that,  in  pur- 
suance of  such  corrupt  and  unlawful  agreement  so  made  as 
aforesaidi  the  said  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  lent  and  ad- 
Tanced  the  money  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned,  upon 
the  terms,  stipulations,  and  agreements,  and  in  manner 
and  form  as  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned ;  and  the  said 
defendant  made  and  sealed,  and  as  his  act  and  deed  de- 
livered the  said  indenture  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff 
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jSmsL  of  PieoMf  then  and  there  accepted  and  received  the  said  indenture 
183]  • 

^  '  of  and  from  the  defendant,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  cor* 

Holland      rupt  and  unlawful  agreement,  and  for  the  purpose  afore- 

mm 

Pelham.  said.  Ayerment,  that  the  said  annual  sum  of  120/.,  agreed 
to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  as  in  the  said  indenture  men* 
tioned,  exceeds  the  rate  of  5L  for  the  forbearance  and  giv- 
ing day  of  payment  of  100/.  for  one  year,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,  &c*,  by  means  whereof,  and  by  force 
of  the  said  statute,  the  said  indenture  was  and  is  wholly 
void  in  law,  &c.  &cf 
Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Hutchinsofif  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  question 
arises  on  the  covenant  at  the  latter  end  of  the  deed,  by 
which  the  grantor,  within  thirty  days  next  after  the  de* 
cease  of  such  three  of  the  four  lives  as  should  first  depart 
this  life,  is  bound  to  insure  the  life  of  the  survivor.  Whe- 
ther this  covenant  to  insure  renders  the  deed  void  for 
usury,  is  the  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court 
The  case  has  been  before  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
another  shape,  and  was  decided  by  them  (a). 

There  is  nothing  which  shews  this  to  have  been  a  loan 
of  money ;  it  was  a  purchase  of  the  annuity.  The  cove- 
nant to  insure  is  in  favour  of  the  grantor,  who  would  have 
to  pay  less  by  way  of  annuity  than  if  he  had  to  pay  the 
grantee  to  enable  him  to  insure  during  the  whole  period. 
Many  cases  establish  that  the  grantor  may  covenant  to  in- 
sure. 

[Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  amount  of  the  premium 
might  have  been  added  to  the  annual  sum.] 

In  effect,  that  is  always  done  in  one  way  or  the  other. 


(a)  In  the  matter  of  NaiMh^  Ex-  ground  of  usury.     7  Bing.  150; 

ecutrix  of  Stewart,  on  motion  to  and  see  Grigg  t.  Stoker^  Forrest, 

set  aside  the  warrant  of  attorney^  4,  cited  by  AUerson,  J. 
given  to  secure  the  annuity,  on  the 
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In  Cummins  y.  Isaac  (a),  where  the  very  same  objection  ^e^  of  pum, 
might  have  been  taken,  it  was  not  pretended  that  the  con-  - 

tract  was  usurious  on  account  of  such  a  covenant,  but  the      Holland 
objection  was  on  the  ground  of  the  defect  in  the  memori-      pblhau. 
aL    Morris  v.  Janes  {b)  recognises  the  legality  of  a  trans* 
action  of  this  nature. 

[Lord  Lyndhurstf  C.  B. — There  is  an  interval  of  thirty 
days,  during  which  the  capital  might  be  lost.  The  pre- 
miums are  always  added  in  one  shape  or  another.  Here, 
it  could  not  be  calculated  at  what  time  the  three  lives  would 
drop,  and  it  is  arranged  as  economically  as  possible.  There 
is  the  express  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  this 
very  case.] 

JR.  F.  Richards^  contra^ — The  defendant  is  entitled  to 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  on  two  grounds — First,  the 
deed  is  usurious  on  the  face  of  it — Secondly ,  at  all  events, 
as  a  corrupt  and  usurious  bargain  is  stated  in  the  plea,  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  traversed  it,  that  a  Jury  might 
say  whether  the  bargain  was  or  was  not  usurious,  as  al- 
leged in  the  plea.  Though  it  is  usual  for  the  grantees  of 
annuities  to  insure  for  their  own  security,  this  is  the  first 
case  in  which  there  has  been  an  express  covenant  by  the 
grantor  to  insure  the  lives.  The  effect  must  be,  that,  when 
the  third  life  has  dropped,  the  grantee  will  be  recouped 
and  entirely  secured  as  to  his  principal.  Is  there,  then,  any 
such  risk  as  to  give  the  transaction  the  character  of  a  pur- 
chase, and  to  prevent  its  being  a  loan?  The  risk,  if  any,  is 
inconsiderable  and  colourable.  There  is  no  real  hazard 
as  was  held  to  be  the  case  in  Bedingjield  v.  Ashley  (c), 
where  the  Court  considered  the  transaction  not  usurious, 
because  there  ^*  was  a  great  hazard,  but  that  in  ten  years 
all  or  some  of  the  daughters  would  be  dead  ;'*  but  they 

(a)  8  T.  R.  183.  (6)  2  B.  &  C.  232;  S.  C.  3  Dow.  &  Ryl.  263. 

(c)  Cro.  Eliz.  741. 
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Exch.  ofPUat,  intimaCed  that  if  the  risk  had  been  inconsiderable  the 
1831 
^     ^  '  ^     bargain  would  have  been  usurious.    So,  in  Richards  v. 

Holland  Brown  (a),  it  was  held,  that  where  more  than  5  per  cenL 
FELHAir^  is  taken,  if  the  substance  of  the  contract  be  a  borrowing 
and  lending,  a  slight  colourable  contingency  only  will  not 
take  it  out  of  the  statute  of  usury.  The  same  principle 
was  stated  by  the  Court  in  Murray  v.  Harding  (A),  citing 
Roberts  v.  Trenayne  (c),  and  Fountain  v.  Grimes  (cf). 
Trying  the  present  case  by  the  test  established  in  the  au- 
thorities referred  to,  is  there  not  here  a  reasonable  possi- 
bility (to  use  the  expression  oiDe  Orey^  C.  J.,  in  Murray 
V.  Harding)^  that  the  principal  will  be  repaid.  It  cannot, 
surely,  make  any  difference  whether  the  principal  is  to  be 
returned  by  the  hand  of  the  borrower,  or  by  that  of  an- 
other person,  through  the  instrumentality  of  his  contract. 

[Bayley,  B. — The  borrower  may  not  be  a  shilling  out 
of  pocket ;  he  may  be  500/.  in  pocket. 

Lord  LyndAurstf  C.  B. — You  assume,  that  the  money 

paid  by  the  office  is  the  money  of  the  borrower.     Is  there 

any  instance  in  which  a  transaction  has  been  treated  as  a 

'  loan,  where  the  money  is  not  to  be  repaid  by  the  bor^ 

rowerX] 

The  statute  of  usury  does  not  seem  to  make  any  such  dis- 
tinction. The  general  course,  no  doubt,  in  such  transactions, 
may  be,  that  the  grantee  takes  a  larger  amount  of  annual 
payment,  and  he  himself  effects  the  insurance.  That,  how- 
ever, makes  the  difference;  for,  in  that  case,  upon  the  face 
of  the  deed,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  insurance  is  to  be  ef- 
fected ;  and  it  is  for  the  grantee  himself  to  insure  or  not,  as 
he  shall  choose.  In  Wilsonr.  Marsac{e),  which  was  a  ques* 
tion  as  to  the  validity  of  a  post  obit  bond,  the  Judges  said, 
that  it  was  impossible  for  them  to  say  whether  the  trana* 


(«)  Cowp.  770.  (</)  Id.  263;  1  BaUt.  ^,  37. 

{h)  Sir  W.  Bla.  869.  (e)  King's  Bench. 

(f)  Cro.  Jac.  607, 
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action  was  a  usurious  loan  of  money  or  not,  but  that  it  E*ch,  of  puat, 
was  a  question  for  a  Jury  to  decide.  v *   ^ 

[Bayletfy  B. — In  that  case  it  was  ultimately  considered,       Holland 
that  no  part  of  the  principal  was  in  hazard.     The  lender       pelham. 
was  to  receive  all  his  principal  back  from  the  borrower, 
and  was  to  get  greater  interest  than  5  per  centJ] 

Suppose  the  borrower  had  himself  covenanted  to  pay 
within  thirty  days  after  the  falling  in  of  the  third  life;  that 
would  clearly  be  usury. 

[Bayleifi  B. — He  did  not  so  covenant.  If  the  office 
were  insolvent,  he  would  not  be  bound  to  pay. 

Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B. — He  is  not  personally  answer- 
ble  if  the  office  fail]. 

He  would  be  liable  in  damages  if  he  did  not  insure;  so 
that,  one  way  or  another,  he  would  have  to  pay.  In  fact, 
by  paying  the  premium,  he  does  pay  by  portions;  it  is 
only  a  different  mode  of  repayment  of  the  whole  of  the 
principal  by  the  borrower.  The  decision  of  the  present 
case  in  the  Common  Pieces  was  on  the  ground  of  the  ab- 
sence of  proper  affidavits,  as  was  expressly  stated  by  Lord 
C.  J.  Tindal.  Cummins  v.  Isaacs^  and  Morris  v.  Jones^ 
turned  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  memorials. 

[Bayley^  B. — In  the  case  of  Morris  v.  Jones^  the  Court 
refused  to  set  aside  the  warrant  of  attorney ;  and  so  the 
annuity  stood,  and  must  therefore  have  been  considered  by 
the  Court  as  valid]. 

There  is  this -distinction  between  the  present  and  that 
case — that,  there,  the  grantor  might,  if  he  had  pleased, 
have  discontinued  the  payment  of  the  premium. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — It  docs  not  appear  to  me  that 
this  is  a  loan  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  against 
usury;  it  is  the  ordinary  transaction  of  the  purchase  of 
an  annuity  for  lives,  and  the  principal  is  put  in  hazard, 
and  does  not,  therefore,  fall  within  the  provision  of  the 
usury  laws.    The  only  question  is,  whether  the  covenant 

VOL.  I.  R  r 
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Ereh.  t^  Pteat,  bv  the  grantor  to  insure  his  life,  varies  this  from  the  ordi- 
'  ^     nary  case.    In  my  opinion  it  does  not.    It  makes  no  differ- 
HoLLAND      ence  whether  the  grantor  covenants  to  insure,  or  whether 
Pelham.      ^  hirger  annual  sum  is  stipulated  to  be  paid  to  the  grantee 
to  enable  him  to  effect  the  insurance.     It  comes  to  pre- 
cisely the  same  thing,  whether  the  insurance  be  efiected 
by  the  one  or  the  other;  and  for  these  reasons  I  cannot 
consider  this  to  be  usury. 

Bayley,  B. — This  has  been  put  with  great  ingenuity 
by  Mr.  Richards^  but  I  cannot  say  his  arguments  have 
altered  the  opinion  which  I  have  from  the  commencement 
entertained.  The  statute  of  usury  imposes  a  penalty  where 
a  party  takes  more  than  the  legal  interest  upon  a  loan. 
What  is  meant  by  the  word  loan?  It  means  that  the 
principal  is  not  in  hazard,  but  is  to  be  returned  by  the 
borrower.  The  statute  goes  on  and  avoids  all  bonds,  eon- 
tracts,  and  assurances  whatsoever  for  the  payment  of  any 
money  to  be  lent  upon  or  for  any  usury^  whereby  above  5L 
per  cent,  shall  be  reserved.  This  provision,  though  with  a 
little  variation  in  the  language,  applies  in  substance  to  the 
same  case;  it  must  be  on  a  loan,  and,  if  the  principal  be  in 
hazard,  it  is  clearly  not  considered  as  a  loan;  and  I  take  it 
that  the  principal  must  be  in  hazard  as  between  the  bor- 
rower and  the  lender.  If  the  borrower  is  the  person  to  re- 
turn the  money,  then  it  is  not  considered  in  hazard;  but,  if 
the  borrower  is  not  the  person  to  return  the  principal, 
though  it  may  be  returned  by  some  third  person  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  borrower,  it  is  not  a  loan  within 
the  statute.  In  this  particular  case,  it  is  not  clear  that  the 
lender  will  have  his  money  back.  There  arc  four  lives, 
and  it  is  probable  that  they  will  live  more  than  six  or  se- 
ven years,  but  this  is  not  certain.  If  the  lives  are  reduced 
to  two,  and  they  should  die  within  thirty  days  of  each 
other,  the  lender  might  lose  the  full  amount,  for  there 
would  be  no  obligation  to  insure.     It  is  impossible  to  say 
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that  such  an  event  micht  not  occur;  and.  unless  it  is  put  as  Exch,  of  Pieas, 

1831 

a  colourable  hazard  merely,  it  would  not  amount  to  usury.  '   ^ 

How  can  it  be  said  that  it  must  of  necessity  be  colourable?  Holland 
How  long  will  the  third  life  last,  and  of  what  age  will  the  pblham. 
fourth  life  be  when  the  third  drops?  Therefore,  the  inter- 
val of  the  thirty  days  may  cause  some  hazard.  But  we  are 
to  look  to  see  how  much  money  must  necessarily  come  out  of 
the  pocket  of  the  borrower;  it  may  happen  that  the  lender 
may  ultimately  get  all  the  money  returned  to  him  with  all 
the  interest,  yet  that  the  borrower  may  not  pay  one  farthing. 
It  IS  put,  that  the  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  borrower 
to  insure  is,  in  substance,  the  same  as  making  him  stipu* 
late  for  the  re-payment  of  the  money;  but,  whether  the  in- 
surance is  to  be  effected  by  the  borrower,  or  by  the  lender 
with  a  stipulation  for  an  increased  amount  of  the  annuity, 
the  transaction  is,  in  substance,  the  same.  In  Morris  v. 
Jones,  it  was  palpable  that  part  only  of  the  annual  sum 
was  for  the  interest,  and  that  the  residue  was  for  the  very 
purpose  of  paying  the  premiums  on  the  poUcies  which  had 
been  the  property  of  the  grantor.  In  substance,  that  case 
is  not  distinguishable  from  the  present. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  case 
has  been  argued  upon  two  grounds — First,  that  the  deed 
is  usurious  on  the  face  of  it;  —  and  Secondly,  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  traversed  the  corrupt  agreement 
stated  in  the  plea.  But  the  plea  is,  that  it  was  corrupt- 
ly agreed  as  in  the  deed,  which,  as  it  seems  to  me,  re- 
fers the  question  to  the  Court,  whether  the  deed  on  its 
face  be  or  be  not  corrupt.  That  depends  upon  the 
question  whether  this  is  a  loan.  If,  in  looking  at  this 
deed,  the  Court  could  see  that  it  was  colourable,  so 
that  the  principal  was  not  in  hazard,  the  argument  for 
the  defendant  would  be  good;  but,  if  the  principal  be 
in  hazard,  the  case  admits  of  no  doubt.  It  is  put,  that 
the  covenant  to  insure  is  equivalent  to  a  covenant  to 

rr2 
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ExOl  of  PUa$,  repay  the  money/,  but  that  is  not  so;  for  the  principal  is  in 
^    ^     >     hazard,  and  might  be  lost  in  two  events — Firsts  on  the 
Holland       supposition  that  the  two  last  lives  should  expire  together; 
Pelham.       ^'«  secondly,  if  the  last  should  drop  within  thirty  days  after 
the  third,  so  that  there  would  be  no  breach  in  the  cove- 
nant to  insure.     I  am^  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  this  does 
not  amount  to  a  loan  of  money  within  the  statute  against 
usury. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  a  loan. 
The  character  of  the  transaction  is  well  described,  in  the 
deed,  by  the  words  "  give>  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and  con- 
firm.'* Is  there  then  any  thing  on  the  face  of  the  deed  to 
shew  that  this  is  a  loan  and  not  an  annuity?  Every  body 
knows  that  a  person  who  is  to  advance  a  large  sum  of  mo- 
ney by  way  of  annuity,  will  take  care  to  cover  himself 
against  the  expense  of  the  insurance,  either  by  taking  a 
larger  annual  sum,  and  himself  effecting  the  insurance,  or 
by  requiring  a  covenant  to  insure.  Now,  in  the  present 
case,  it  is  done  by  a  covenant  to  insure,  and  cases  have 
been  cited  in  which  the  Courts  have  not  considered  it  to 
be  material  whether  the  insurance  were  to  be  effected  by 
the  one  party  or  by  the  other.  In  the  case  of  Morris  v. 
Jones,  the  assignment  of  the  policies  already  effected  on  the 
life  of  the  grantor  formed  part  of  the  security  to  the  grantee. 
The  Court  appear  to  have  considered  it  as  immaterial  by 
whom  those  policies  were  effected.  The  present  case 
falls  within  the  principle  of  the  cases  cited.  It  is  not  a 
loan,  but  the  purchase  of  an  annuity ;  there  is  nothing  on 
the  face  of  the  deed  to  shew  that  it  is  corrupt  or  colour- 
able, and  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  should  be — 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


TRINITY  TEIIM,  1  WILL.  IV.  583 

Exch.  of  Pleat, 
ld3l. 

Bkown  f.  Suuker  and  Others. 

JLf  EBT  against  the  defendants  as  co-heiresses^on  the  bond  xo  debt  against 
of  their  ancestor.  Pleas — Non  est  factum — that  the  bond  was  {j^J,"  ^f  l^eir 
obtained  perfraudem — and  that  the  defendants  had  not,  nor  anctstor,  the  de- 

.  fendauts  pleaded 

had  either  of  them,  at  the  time  of  exhibiting  the  bill^  ftc^  mm  ett factum, 
nor  at  any  time  before  or  since,  any  lands,  &c.,by  descent  ^h^^ 
Replication  to  the  last  plea,  that  the  defendants,  after  the  ''f f*^i:  *"*}.^^® 

^  r       »  »  ^      plaintiff  replied, 

death  of  the  ancestor,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  that,  after  the 
suit,  to  wit,  &c.,  had  lands  in  fee-simple  by  descent,  &c. ;  before  the  com- 
concluding  with  a  verification.  Ihe°8*idrth?de- 

Upon  the  trial,  at  the  last  Assizes  for  Sahp,  it  was  fendants  had 
proved,  that  lands  had  descended  from  the  obligor  to  the  descent,  &&:— 
defendants  as  co-heiresses,  and  the  Jury  found  for  the  wasa'repUcation 
plaintiff,  debt  1,100/.,  but  did  not  assess  the  value  of  the  ""^"  **/'?!• 
lands  descended,  pursuant  to  the  stat.  3  &  4  fF.  ^  M  c.  14,  c.  u,  s.  6,  and 

f%f\  that  the  Jury, 

S.  O  (($)•  having  found 

In  Easter  Term,  R.  V.  Richards  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  t»>ati»«dide. 

'  scended,  ought 

cause  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  restrained  from  issu-  ^  have  assessed 

ing  execution  until  a  Jury  had  inquired  of  the  value  of  the  those  lands. 

lands  descended.     He  contended,  that  the  plaintiff  had  the^'thriutute 

replied  according  to  the  statute  3  &  4  fF.  A  A/,  c.  14,  s.  3&4  >r.  4-ji/. 

*  ,  t*    r  c.  14,  applies  to 

6,  and  cited  a  note  to  the  case  of  Jeffreson  v.  Morton  (6)|  aii  lands  by  de- 
in  which  it  is  laid  down,  that,  *'  whenever  the  plaintiff  re-  on^iy  as  arc*" 
plies  according  to  this  statute,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  ffe-  »i»ened  before 

*  ^  °       action  brought. 

neral  judgment,  as  he  was  at  common  law,  but  can  recover 
only  the  value  of  the  land  sold  as  found  by  the  Jury^  be 
it  what  it  may.  Redshaw  v.  Hester  (c).  And  the  Jury 
must  find  the  value;  for,  if  they  neglect  to  do  so,  the 


(ff)  The  ancestor  died  before  the  tion  after  that  date. 
16th  Jvl^t  1830,  so  that  the  ques-         (6)  2  Saund.  8. 
tion  turned  upon  this  statute,  and         (c)  Garth.  354 ;   S.  C.  Comb, 

not  upon  Stat.  11  Geo.4&  1  WUL  :344;  5  Mod.  199,  122,  123. 
4,  C.47,  which  came  into  opera- 
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Brown 

SUUKER. 


^^\^r^^'  Court  will  award  a  venire  de  novo  (a).     Jeffry  v.  Bat' 

row  {by 

Jervis  and  Curwood  shewed  cause. — The  pleas  of  fraud 
and  riens  per  descent  are  false  pleas,  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  defendants;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  stat 
3  &  4  FF»  ^  jif •  c.  1 4,  alters  the  law,  so  as  to  exempt  the 
heir  from  the  consequences  of  a  false  plea,  and  make  it 
imperative  upon  the  Jury  to  inquire  of  the  value  of  the 
lands  descended. 

\Bayley,  B. — This  should  be  considered  upon  the  plea 
of  riens  per  descent  alone,  because,  in  the  dme  of  W.  j>  M. 
only  one  plea  could  be  pleaded.  The  consequences  will 
be  the  same;  for,  if  the  defendants  are  liable  upon  that 
plea,  they  will  be  also  liable  upon  the  other  pleas  found 
against  them]. 


(a)  On  a  former  day,  Rkhardt, 
treating  this  as  a  comxn  on  law  repli- 
cation, moved  for  a  rule  to  restrain 
execution  from  issuing  against  the 
person  or  goods  of  the  defend- 
ants, or  against  any  of  their  lands, 
except  the  land  proved  to  have 
descended;  and  produced  affida- 
vits proving  that  the  defendants 
were  in  ignorance  of  there  having 
been  any  lands  by  descent,  and  at- 
tributing their  being  misled  to  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff.  The  af- 
fidavits also  shewed  facts  which 
had  given  the  defendants  reason  to 
suspect  and  plead  fraud  in  obtain- 
ing the  bond.  He  urged  the  hard- 
ship on  the  defendants  if  they  were 
to  bfe  personally  liable  for  the 
costs,  and  for  the  amount  of  the 
debt,  which  was  very  large,  when 
they  had  only  one  acre  of  land  by 
descent,  and  had  been  misled,  or 


in  ignorance  of  the  facts. 

Batley,  B. — It  would  be  error 
on  the  record,  if  the  judgment, 
which  the  plaintiff  is  by  law  enti- 
tled to,  were  not  given.  We  can- 
not give  the  relief,  which,  it  is  sug- 
gested, is  in  the  equitable  discre- 
tion of  the  Court,  if  the  plaintiflf 
has  the  clear  legal  right.  The  plea 
of  fraud  must  be  proved  by  the 
defendants:  if  they  plead  fraud, 
they  must  prove  it;  they  ought  to 
know  whetlier  it  be  true  or  false; 
and,  if  they  plead  fraud  without 
any  satisfactory  evidence,  they 
must  pay  the  debt  and  the  costs. 
No  authority  is  shewn  to  us,  to  en* 
able  the  Court  to  confine  the  exe- 
cution to  a  limited  extent. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concur- 
red, and  the  rule  was — 

Refused. 

(6)  10  Mod.  18,  19. 
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The  cases  before  the  statute  are  collected  B(ic.  Abr.  Exck,  of  Piem, 
Heir  and  Ancestor  {H);  HVin.  Abr.  2*1,  Heir  {C)i  2  Wms.     v_l!J!L^ 
Saund.  8,  n.  4,  and  establish,  that,  if  the  heir  plead  a  false        Brown 
plea,  as  if  issue  be  taken  on  the  quantity  of  assets,  and  it       shuker. 
be  found  that  the  heir  has  other  lands  by  descent ;  or  if 
he  plead  a  fact  which  he  knows  to  be  false,  and  it  is  found 
against  him,  as  where  he  says,  that  he  has  nothing  by  de- 
scent, and  the  Jury  find  that  he  has  something,  however 
small  it  may  be,  and  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  debt,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  general  judgment  for  the  debt,  da- 
mages, and  costs,  and  to  sue  out  the  like  execution  against 
him  as  on  a  judgment  for  his  own  debt. 

Then,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  statute  3  &  4  /F.  ^  Af . 
c.  14?  The  3rd  section  enacts,  that  heirs  and  devisees 
shall  be  liable  upon  the  bonds  of  their  ancestors,  and  the 
devisees  shall  be  chargeable  for  a  false  plea,  in  the  same 
manner  as  heirs  should  have  been.  The  5th  and  6th  sec- 
tions render  lands  liable  which  have  been  aliened  before 
action  brought,  but  do  not  alter  the  rule  of  law  which  is 
recognised  in  the  3rd  section.  Those  latter  sections  were 
not  intended  to  affect  lands  not  aliened,  but  only  such  as 
had  descended  and  were  aliened  before  action  brought. 
If  these  lands  had  been  aliened  the  plea  would  not  be  false. 
Suppose  it  had  appeared,  that  lands  had  descended  of 
which  but  one  acre  only  had  been  aliened,  could  the  judg- 
ment be  for  that  acre  alone  ?  The  replication  given  by  the 
statute  is  in  the  nature  of  a  new  assignment,  and  can  ap- 
ply only  to  lands  which  have  been  aliened  before  action 
brought.  But  where  lands  descend,  and  are  not  alien- 
ed, the  case  stands  upon  the  old  law,  and,  upon  a  false 
plea,  the  judgment  is  general.  At  all  events,  the  rule 
cannot  be  granted  in  its  present  form ;  for,  where  a  Jury 
have  miscarried  in  not  inquiring  of  the  value  of  the  lands 
descended,  it  can  only  be  set  right  by  a  venire  de  novo, 

Bussell,  Serjt.,  and  Ricfiurds,  contra. — The  Gth  section 
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Exch,  0/  pum,  of  the  fttat.  3  &  4  TF.  j>  Af..  c.  14,  is  not  controlled  by  the 
1831  s        »  »  i/ 

V     recital  to  the  5th,  but  is  general,  and  enacts,  that,  upon  a 
Brown        certain  form  of  replication,  the  Jury  shall  inquire  of  the  va- 
Shuker.       lue  of  the  lands.    Now,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  this  re« 
plication  is  framed  upon  that  statute;  and  it  is  equally 
clear,  upon  the  authorities  already  referred  to,  that  in  such 
a  case  the  creditor  is  not  entitled  to  a  general  judgment* 
The  case  must  be  determined  upon  the  plea  of  fiens  per 
descent  alone.     At  the  time  the  statute  was  passed,  one 
plea  only  was  allowed ;  but,  if  it  were  otherwise,  non  est 
fctctum  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  false  plea,  so  as  to  ren- 
der  the  defendant  liable  to  a  general  judgment;    Cloth" 
worthy  v.  Clothworthy{a\  Franker.  Stukeley(b);  and  the 
pleas  of  fraud  are  ejusdem  generis.    The  judgment,  there- 
fore, would  be  bad,  on  error,  if  the  value  of  the  lands  were 
not  assessed. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — From  a  very  early  period  I 
had  made  up  my  mind  as  to  the  result  of  this  application, 
and  have  heard  nothing  to  alter  that  opinion.  In  sub- 
stance, the  replication  is  that  which  is  given  by  the  statute; 
and  the  plaintiff  having  pursued  the  course  pointed  out 
by  the  statute,  all  the  consequences  must  follow;  and  the 
Jury  who  tried  the  cause,  should  have  inquired  of  the  va- 
lue of  the  land.  They  have  not  done  so,  and  therefore 
the  verdict  is  imperfect,  and  a  venire  de  novo  must  be 
awarded,  unless  the  plaintiff  will  consent  to  have  the  value 
of  the  land  descended  assessed  upon  a  writ  of  inquiry. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  say  what  would  have  been  the  effect 
of  an  issue  taken  in  the  terms  of  the  plea,  that  the  de- 
fendants had  lands  by  descent,  because  the  plaintiff  has 
adopted  the  replication  given  by  the  statute,  and  the  legal 
consequences  must  follow. 

{a)  Cru.  Cur.  436.  (6)  2  Rol.  Abr.  71  • 
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Bayley,  B. — The  legal  consequence  of  an  imperfect  ExcH.  rfPUas, 
verdict  is^  a  venire  de  novo;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
is  an  imperfect  verdict,  because  the  replication  brings  this 
case  within  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and  the  Jury  ought  to 
have  inquired  of  the  lands.  It  is  unnecessary  to  say  whe« 
ther  the  statute  in  its  operation  is  general,  or  confined 
only  to  lands  aliened  before  action  brought,  because  that 
question  does  not  arise  upon  the  present  record.  This 
case  being  within  the  statute,  and  the  verdict  being,  there- 
fore, imperfect,  it  is  a  matter  of  right  that  a  vemre'de  no* 
vo  should  issue ;  for,  there  is  this  difference  between  the 
award  of  a  venire  de  novo  and  a  new  trial,  that  a  writ  of 
error  may  be  brought  if  a  venire  de  novo  be  improperly 
awarded.  Unless,  therefore,  the  parties  agree  within  a 
fortnight,  the  venire  de  novo  must  be  awarded. 


Venire  de  novo  nisi. 


Davies  v.  Morgan  and  Others. 

J  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  de  bonis  asporiatis,  for  a  bye-law  of  a 
seizing  two  pairs  of  shoes.     The  defendants,  after  plead-  corporation 

or  *  I  founded  on  a 

ing  not  guilty,  justified  the  trespass,  in  several  special  custom  to  ex- 
pleas,  as  wardens  of  the  cordwainers*  guild,  in  the  town  and  authorizing 
and  county  of  Haverford-west^  under  a  bye-law  made  in  Lni^'^ln  ai«e 
the  reign  of  Elixabeth.  and  another  similar  bye-law  made  °/*  breacii  of 

.  «   r  1  .  thebye-Uw, 

in  the  reign  of  James  the  First,  of  the  corporation  of  the  without  a  previ* 

out  tUmoHd  and 
rejiual  of  »uch 
penalty,  is  bad. 
Corporators  are  not  competent  witnesses  in  support  of  a  custom  to  exclude  foreigners. 
Declarations  of  deceased  corporators  are  evidence  in  support  of  a  custom  to  exclude  foreign- 
era-^-SnnUf. 

Upon  an  application  by  a  defendant  for  a  new  trial,  the  Court  will  refuse  it  if  there  be  an 
essential  defect  in  the  defendant's  evidence,  although  no  objection  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  at  the 
trial  upon  that  point. 

The  recitals  of  a  warrant  of  distre^,  put  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  to  connect  the  defendant 
Hith  a  trespass,  are  not  evidence  for  the  defendant  of  the  facts  recited. 

The  circumstances  which  are  necessary  to  make  a  document  evidence,  must  be  proved  aUunde, 
and  cannot  be  gathered  from  the  document  itself. 
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Exek.  of  Pieat,  town  and  county  of  Havefford^weH^  founded  on  a  custom 

for  the  exclusion  of  foreigners.  In  those  pleas  which  re- 
lied on  the  latter,  the  bye-law  was  stated  as  empowering 
the  wardens  of  the  cordwainers'  guild  to  distrain  the  goods 
of  foreigners  exercising  the  craft  of  cordwainers  withb 
the  town  and  county,  fifter  a  demand  and  refusal  of  a  eer- 
tain  penalty ;  in  those  which  were  framed  on  the  bye-law 
of  the  reign  of  Elizabeth^  the  power  of  so  distraining  was 
averred  as  existing  without  any  mention  of  a  previous 
demand  and  refusal  of  the  penalty.  The  plaintiff,  after 
joining  issue  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  replied,  as  to  the 
special  pleas,  after  protesting  certain  averments,  de  infwrid 
to  the  residue  respectively. 

At  the  trial,  before  Bolland,  B.,  at  the  Spring  Assizes 
for  Pembrokeshire,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  connect  the 
defendants  with  the  trespass,  put  in  the  warrant  of  dis- 
tres,  signed  by  them,  under  which  the  shoes  in  question 
were  seized;  which  warrant  recited,  that  there  had  been  a 
demand  and  refusal  of  the  penalty  authorized  by  the  bye- 
laws  respectively.  The  case  ultimately  went  to  the  Jury, 
upon  the  question  of  the  existence  of  the  custom  to  ex- 
clude foreigners,  and  of  the  bye-laws  founded  on  such  cus- 
tom, as  stated  in  the  special  pleas.  The  Jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff,  negativing  the  custom. 

In  Easter  Term,  John  Evans  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new 
trial,  on  two  grounds — First,  that  the  verdict  was  against 
the  evidence — Secondly,  that  the  learned  Judge  had  re- 
jected evidence  as  to  the  existence  of  the  custom,  which 
ought  to  have  been  received,  t>iz.  the  evidence  of  certain 
members  of  the  corporation  at  large  of  the  town  and  coun- 
ty of  Haverford-west,  as  distinguished  from  the  members 
of  the  corporation  or  guild  of  cordwainers;  entries  in  the 
books  of  the  guild  of  cordwainers ;  and  also  the  evidence 
of  witnesses  who  were  called  to  speak  to  their  having  heard 
from  deceased  members  of  the  corporation  at  large,  that 
foreigners  had  no  right  to  exercise  the  craft  of  cordwaia- 
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crs  within  the  town  and  county  of  Haverford-west^  and  that  ^<?*-  ^  ^^^i 
they  had  always  been  prevented  from  so  doing. 

It  was  not  objected,  at  the  trial,  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  defendants  had  not  proved  a  demand  and 
refusal  of  the  penalty  before  the  distress  was  levied;  but| 
upon  the  Judge's  report,  the  Court  raised  the  question 
whether  any  evidence  had  been  given  upon  these  points^ 
and  whether  a  new  trial  could  be  granted  in  the  face  of 
such  a  failure  of  necessary  proof  in  support  of  the  defence 
stated  in  the  special  pleas. 

Sir  W.  Owen  and  Shepherd  shewed  cause. — They  con- 
tended, that  the  members  of  the  corporation  at  large  were 
properly  rejected,  because  the  corporation  at  large  was 
entitled  to  half  the  penalty  incurred  by  a  breach  of  the 
bye-laws,  and  that  the  minuteness  of  the  interest  did  not 
vary  the  rule  (a);  that  the  books  of  the  guild  were  not  of 
a  public  character,  but  contained  entries  of  a  private  na« 
ture  for  the  interest  of  the  parties  producing  them,  and 
were,  therefore,  properly  rejected ;  Rogers  v.  AUen  (6), 
R.  v.  Debenham  (c);  and  that  the  declarations  of  deceased 
corporators  could  not  be  received,  because  the  corpora- 
tors if  living  would  not  have  been  competent ;  and  this 
was  different  from  the  cases  in  which  such  declarations  an- 
te  litem  motam  had  been  received,  because  here  there  was 
a  constant  controversy,  and  each  instance  of  exclusion  was 
lis  mota  within  the  general  principle  of  the  rule. 

They  urged  also,  that  the  bye-law  was  bad,  because 

part  of  the  penalty  was  given  to  the  corporation  of  Haver^ 

ford-west^  strangers  to  the  guild  of  cordwainers ;  Totter- 

dell  V.  Glasby{d)t  Bodwic  v.  Fennell{e)i  and  having  cited 


(«)  1  Phil.  Ev.  61}   3  Stark.  (c)  2  B.  &  A.  185. 

Ev.  426,  427 ;  Doe  d.  Mayor  of  (d)  2  Wils.  266. 

Stafford  V.  Tooth,  3  Y.  &  J.  19.  (e)  1  Wila.  233,  23/ 

(6)  I  Camp.  309. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  1  ff^ms.  SaunJAo).  and  the  cases  diere  mentioned » to  shew 
1831* 

that  a  bye-kw  to  exclude  foreigners  could  only  be  founded 

upon  a  precedent  custom,  they  contended  that  there  was 

MoaoAN.       no  evidence  of  a  precedent  custom*  and  that  the  verdict 

was  therefore  right. 


Davibs 

0. 


John  Evans  and  £.  V.  fViUiams^  contra. — The  evidence 
of  the  corporators  was  improperly  rejected.  Such  evidence 
has  been  received  ex  necessitate  in  several  cases,  for  the 
proof  of  public  rights;  Norwich  Weavers'  case  (6),  £. 
v.  Mayor  J  &c.  of  London  (c),  R.  v.  Carpenter  (d).  At 
all  events,  the  declarations  of  deceased  corporators  were 
clearly  admissible.  This  is  abundantly  established  by 
Moseley  v.  Deacle  (e),  Deaele  v.  Hancock  (/),  Harwood  v. 
Sims  (g),  and  Nichotts  v.  Parker  (A).  It  is  said,  however, 
that  the  parties,  if  alive,  could  not  have  been  examined;  but 
there  is  no  analogy  between  the  two  cases.  A  living  wit- 
ness must  speak  to  facts:  but  reputation  is  founded  on  opin- 
ion^ and  he  who  wishes  to  prove  an  ancient  custom  by  gene- 
ral reputation,  must  prove  a  ^^nera/ opinion  upon  the  sub- 
ject, and  may  give  in  evidence  the  declarations  of  afi  persons 
The  entries  (i)  in  the  books  were  also  admissible,  either  as 
containing  a  promise  against  the  interest  of  the  party,  or  as 
evidence  of  reputation  of  the  custom  at  that  time. 


(a)  312  a,  n.  3. 
{J})  Vin.  Abr.  Evid.  O.  pi.  2. 
(c)  2  Lev.  231. 
\d)  2  Show.  41. 
{€)  11  Price,  162. 
U)  M*C1.  85 ;  13  Price,  226. 
{g)  Wiifht  112. 
(A)  14  East,  331. 
(i)  The  entries  proposed  to  be 
read,  were  in  the  following  form : 

"  March  3l8t,  1673. 
"  Francit  Symmont  was  fined  to 
6s.  Sd.  for  selling  of  a  payer  of 
«hoe8  within  the  liberty  of  thU 


town,  and  he  being  not  a  freeman 
and  free  of  the  corporation,  has 
promised  to  pay  the  money  the 
eighth  day  of  July  next,  as  witness 
his  hand.     «  j^^^  Symmoiis.'^ 

«'  5th  November,  1596. 
**  Distrained  from  Peiro  PeanCf 
nine  pair  of  shoes  for  the  comming 
to  our  towne  contrary  to  our  cur^ 
poration,and  'praised  to  6s.  by  us 
whose  names  are  underwritten. 

"  Hill.  TuTHtr* 
•*  Jus  Skariis.** 
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[Lord  Lmdhursi,  C.  B. — It  does  not  appear  who  Svm-  sxch.  of  pum, 
moms  was.    If  he  was  a  member  of  the  company  or  corpo-     .    ^     ^ 
ration  he  would  be  interested ;  if  he  was  a  mere  stranger,        datibs 
his  evidence  of  reputation  would  amount  to  little.  Morgan. 

Bayley^  B. — The  character  of  the  evidence  must  be 
established  before  the  entry  is  read ;  you  cannot  read  the 
entry  to  shew  that  he  was  a  stranger;  that  must  be  proved 
a/um<2p(a).  In  the  Banbury  case,  the  depositions  under  a 
bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  contained  many  statements 
with  regard  to  pedigree,  and  a  question  was  put  to  the 
Judges,  whether,  if  they  could  not  be  received  as  deposi- 
tions, they  could  be  received  as  declarations.  The  Judges 
thought,  that,  at  all  events,  the  depositions  could  not  be 
received  as  declarations,  unless  the  individuals  whose  de- 
clarations were  supposed  to  be  incorporated  in  the  depo-* 
sitions  were  aliunde  proved  to  be  relations  (6).  And  in  the 
Berkeley  Peerage  case,  it  was  holden  that  the  fact  of  re« 
lationship  could  not  be  taken  from  the  depositions,  but 
must  be  proved  aliunde.^ 

By  putting  in  the  warrant,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  made 
the  recitals  evidence  for  the  defendants.  Like  any  other  ad- 
mission, the  whole  must  be  taken  together.  But  the  plain- 
tiff b  not  in  a  condition  to  take  that  objection  now  for 
the  first  time ;  for,  if  it  had  been  made  at  the  trial,  the 
proof  of  the  demand  and  refusal  might  have  been  sup- 
plied. 

The  objections  to  the  bye-laws  are  upon  the  record. 
Here,  the  only  question  is,  has  the  trial  miscarried? 

CuK  adv.  vuli. 

LordLYNDHURST,  C.  B. — One  question  which  was  rais- 
ed in  this  case  was,  whether  there  was  any  evidence  of  a  de- 

(a)  See  AdamtkioaUe  v.  Synge,  Berheky  Peerage  case,  4  Camp. 
1  Stark.  N.  P.  183.  419. 

(b)  Cited    by  Lord  Eldon  in 
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MrdL  tf  Pleat,  fBand  of  the  penalty  which  was  sopposed  to  have  been  in- 
]  \  ^  curred  previous  to  the  distress.  The  justification  was  plead- 
ed upon  two  byc'lawsy  the  one  made  in  the  reign  otEUMa- 
bethj  and  the  other  in  the  reign  ot  James  the  First  By  the 
bye-law  made  in  the  reign  o(  James  the  First,  a  demand 
and  refusal  previous  to  a  distress  is  expressly  necessary. 
It  is  provided  for  in  the  very  terms  of  the  bye-law.  No 
demand  is  required  on  the  face  of  the  bye-law  made  in 
the  reign  of  EKxabeih^  but,  according  to  a  form  very  usu- 
al in  cases  of  this  kind,  it  is  said,  that,  in  consequence  of 
the  offence,  or,  when  the  offence  is  committed,  the  party 
shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty,  to  be  levied  by  distress.  I 
am  of  opinion,  however,  that  a  demand  is,  by  this  bye- 
law,  necessarily  implied.  If  that  be  so,  it  brings  us  to  the 
consideration  of  this  record.  The  pleas  upon  the  bye-law 
of  James  the  First,  state  the  necessity  of  a  demand  pre- 
vious to  the  distress;  and  in  the  avermenU  in  those  pleas 
it  is  stated  that  there  was  a  demand  and  refusal,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  demand  and  refusal  the  distress  issued. 
In  like  manner,  in  the  other  pleas  founded  upon  the  bye- 
law  in  the  reign  of  J5/iixra6^/A,  though,  upon  the  face  of 
the  bye-law  itself,  no  demand  is  required  in  terms ;  yet  the 
person  who  drew  the  pleadings  seems  to  have  thought  that 
the  distress  would  not  be  lawful  unless  a  previous  demand 
had  been  made;  and  accordingly  it  is  stated  in  those  pleas 
in  the  same  manner,  that  the  penalty  was  demanded  and  re- 
fused, and  that  the  distress  issued  as  the  consequence  of  that 
demand  and  refusal.  In  all  the  precedents  which  I  have 
consulted  of  pleadings  framed  on  bye-laws,  like  that  of 
the  reign  of  EKxabeth,  I  find  that  previous  to  the  distress  a 
demand  and  refusal  is  averred ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that 
such  an  averment  is  necessary.  The  question  then  arises, 
was  there  in  this  case  any  sufficient  evidence  of  a  demand 
of  the  penalty,  and  of  a  refusal  to  pay  it?  On  the  part  of 
the  defendant  no  evidence  was  given  for  this  purpose,  but 
it  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  gave  sufficient  evidence  of  that 
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fact  by  putting  in  the  warrant  of  distress  which  issued,  and  Exeh.  of  PUm, 
which  recites  a  demand  and  refusal;  and  it  is  urged,  that,  ^ 

as  the  plaintiff  made  use  of  the  warrant  containing  that  re-  Davibs 
cital,  that  warrant,  as  taken  against  the  plaintiff,  afforded .  Morgan. 
primd  facie  evidence  of  a  demand  and  refusal.  I  am  of 
opinion,  however,  that  the  use  of  the  warrant  by  the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  produced,  vijt.  to 
connect  the  defendants  with  the  trespass,  affords  no  evi- 
dence for  the  defendants  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  recited 
in  that  warrant;  and  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
prove,  by  distinct  evidence,  a  demand  and  refusal  before 
the  distress  was  levied.  There  was  therefore  no  evidence 
to  sustain  the  justifications  stated  on  this  record ;  and  the 
Jury  were  justified  in  pronouncing  their  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  impossible  to  grant 
a  new  trial. 

This  view  of  the  subject  renders  it  unnecessary  for  me 
to  enter  minutely  into  the  consideration  of  the  other  points. 
I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  evidence  of  corporators 
was  properly  rejected,  because  they  were  interested  in  the 
event  of  this  suit ;  and  that  the  corporation  books  were  in- 
admissible in  evidence  for  the  purposes  for  which  they 
were  offered.  The  entry  which  it  was  proposed  to  read 
could  not  in  my  opinion  have  been  admissible,  without 
previously  offering  some  evidence  to  shew  by  whom  that 
particular  entry  was  subscribed,  and  in  what  situation 
he  stood.  Had  that  been  done  so  as  to  make  his  admis- 
sion evidence,  then  the  lapse  of  time  would  have  dispensed 
with  the  necessity  of  proving  the  handwriting.  But  as  no 
evidence  was  offered  to  shew  who  that  indiridual  was,  I 
am  of  opinion  (even  if  the  attention  of  the  Judge  had  been 
called  to  that  particular  entry,)  that  it  could  not,  under  the 
circumstances,  have  been  received  as  evidence. 

With  respect  to  the  declarations  of  the  deceased  bur- 
gesses, after  considering  the  cases  of  Moseley  v.  Davie», 
Deacle  v.  Hancock,  Harwood  v.  Sims,  and  Nicholh  v.  Par- 
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JExcfu  of  PkoM,  kevj  I  certainly  should  have  hesitated  long  before  I  dedded 

that  such  evidence  was  not  admissible.  However,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  decide  that  point,  because,  upon  the  first 
ground,  I  think  we  ought  -to  refuse  a  new  trial. 

Bayley,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  have  the  au- 
thority of  my  brother  Garrow  to  state  that  he  concurs  with 
the  judgment  which  has  been  delivered  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron.  The  only  point,  with  respect  to  the  admissibility  of 
the  evidence,  upon  which  I  entertain  the  least  degree  of 
doubt,  is,  whether  the  declarations  of  deceased  burgesses 
were  admissible  in  this  case.  The  authorities  to  which 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron  has  referred,  are  powerful  on  that 
subject,  and  although,  if  the  evidence  had  been  admitted, 
I  should  have  thought  in  this  case  it  could  add  very  little 
weight  indeed  to  the  other  evidence  given  by  the  defend- 
ants, yet,  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  have  come  to  a  de- 
finite conclusion  upon  that  subject,  and  I  had  been  satisfi- 
ed that  such  evidence  ought  to  have  been  received,  I  do 
not  think  we  could  properly  have  refused  to  grant  a  new 
trial,  upon  the  ground  that  the  bye-laws  might  be  bad  in 
point  of  law. 

But  upon  the  point  upon  which  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 
has  decided,  vix.  that  no  demand  and  refusal  were  proved 
in  this  particular  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  was  right,  and  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 
The  warrant  was  put  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  prov- 
ing that  the  defendants  bad  all  concurred  in  Instituting 
and  making  the  distress  in  question,  and  the  warrant  stat- 
ed the  grounds  on  which  the  defendants  professed  to  act 
in  making  that  distress :  but,  putting  in  the  warrant  for 
this  purpose,  makes  it,  to  my  mind,  no  evidence  at  all  of 
the  truth  of  any  of  the  circumstances  contained  in  it.  If 
it  were,  it  might  equally  have  been  proof  of  the  existence 
of  an  immemorial  custom,  or  of  a  bye-law,  if  it  were  stated, 
or  of  any  other  fact  necessary  to  exclude  the  plaintiff  from 
raantaining  his  action.     The  bye-law  in  the  reign  of  King 
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Somen  directs  in  terms  that  there  shall  be  such  a  demand :  iS»sA.  «/  P^ect, 

1 831 . 
and,  until  such  demand,  the  distress  cannot  be  taken.    On 

that  bye-law,  therefore,  there  is  no  question.    The  bye-law 
of  Elizabeth  does  not  in  terms  say  there  shall  be  a  de-^ 
mand  of  the  money  before  the  distress  is  made;  but  I  am 
of  opinion,  either  that  a  necessity  to  make  such  a  demand 
must  be  implied  from  the  nature  of  this  bye-law,  or,  if  not, 
then  I  think  that  thebye-law  would  be  bad,  as  being  unrea* 
sonable,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case*     What  are 
the  circumstances  of  this  case?     The  penalty  is  to  be  paid, 
not  by  a  person  resident  in  the  town,  dnd  therefore  of  ne* 
cessity  cognizant  of  its  local  usages,  but  by  a  stranger,  one 
who  comes  to  the  market  to  use  it  for  the  sale  of  shoes,  and 
for  other  common  purposes  for  which  strangers  are  at  liber- 
ty to  use  a  market     He  brings  his  shoes  to  the  market,  and 
sells  them.     It  is  alleged  in  the  pleadings,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  notice  of  the  bye-law;  but  there  is  no  evidence  of 
that  fact.     I  think  some  proof  of  notice  of  the  existence  of 
the  bye-law  ought  to  have  been  given  before  the  penalty 
could  be  enforced  by  way  of  distress;  and  if,  from  the  si- 
tuation of  the  party,  he  was  not  apprised  of  the  existence 
of  the  bye-law,  or  of  his  being  liable  to  a  penalty,  I  think 
the  bye-law  would  be  considered  as  unreasonable,  unless  it 
be  taken  to  imply  the  necessity  that  there  should  be  a  de- 
mand of  the  penalty  before  the  distress  could  be  made.    I 
have  looked  to  find  cases  applicable  to  this  point,  and 
amongst  others  there  is  a  precedent  in  Luiwyeh  (a)  of  a 
plea  of  justification  in  a  case  of  this  description.     The 
bye-law  there  relied  on  was,  that  there  should  be  an  annual 
meeting,  for  the  purpose  of  electing  the  master  and  war- 
dens of  a  company  at  Lichfield^  that  there  should  be  a 
dinner,  and  that  the  different  members  should  contribute 
to  bear  its  expense;  that,  if  any  member  should  be  absent, 
he  should  pay  his  proportion,  and,  if  he  should  neglect  so 

(a)  Pag«  1^0. 
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*'«*-^^'««*»  to  do,  should  pay  a  fine  of  3*.  4rf.  to  be  levied  by  distress. 

The  plea  states,  that  the  plaintifF  was  a  brother,  that  he 
absented  himself,  and  did  not  pay,  and  that  he  forfeited 
the  3s.  4fd, ;  and  then  goes  on  to  allege  (an  allegation  not 
required  in  terms  by  the  bye-law>  but,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
necessary  to  make  the  bye-law  reasonable,  and  therefore 
implied  fi>om  the  nature  of  the  bye-law  itself,)  that  the  mas- 
ter and  wardens  requested  him  to  pay,  which  be  refused, 
and  that  thereupon  they  distrained.     The  question  which 
was  decided  in  that  case  not  bearing  upon  the  merits  of 
this,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  decision ;  but  I  men- 
tion it  to  shew  that  in  that  case,  as  in  this,  although  the 
bye- law  did  not  in  terms  direct  that  the  money  should  be 
demanded,  yet  there  was  an  express  and  distinct  allegation 
in  the  pleadings  of  a  demand  of  the  money.     In  another 
ease,  Clarke  v.  Tucke  (a),  it  was  pleaded,  that  there  was 
a  bye-law,  that  any  member  of  a  corporation  of  a  ccMnpany  of 
tailors  at  Exeter ,  who  should  revile  the  master  and  wardens, 
should  pay  a  penalty  of  &.  4d.,  to  be  levied  by  distress;  and 
that  the  defendant,  being  a  member,  had  reviled  the  mas- 
ter and  wardens,  per  quod  he  had  forfeited  3«.  M.y  which 
was  demanded  ofhimt  and  he  neglected  to  pay.   In  DaiDe- 
nani  v.  Hurdis  (i),  a  bye-law^  that  every  member  of  the 
company  who  had  work  to  be  done,  should  give  a  portion 
of  that  work  to  members  belonging  to  the  company,  and  if 
he  should  not,  he  should  forfeit  \0s.  for  every  mete  of 
cloth,  with  reference  to  which  there  should  be  such  ne- 
glect, was  pleaded,  with  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  had 
cut  out  twenty  pieces  of  cloth,  &c*,  and  thereby  forfeited 
the  sum  o{20L;  and  then,  though  the  bye-law  does  not  di- 
rect any  demand  of  the  money  before  it  shall  be  levied  by 
distress,  it  is  stated  at  the  conclusion  of  the  plea»  that  the 
plaintiff  refused  to  pay  the  forfeiture,  and  therefore,  the 

(a)  2  Ventr.  183. 
{b)  Moor,  676,  cited  1 1  Rep.  86;  Carter,  1 16.    See  2  Inst.  47. 


PROMOTIONS. 

In  Easter  Term  William  Walton^  Esq.,  Attorney-Ge- 
neral of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster^  took  his  seat  within  the 
bar  on  his  appointment  as  King's  Counsel. 

During  this  Term  W.  Fuller  Boteler,  Esq.,  and  J. 
A*  F*  Simpkinsonf  Esq.,  were  appointed  King's  Counsel, 
and  took  their  seats  within  the  bar  accordingly. 
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master  and  wardens  made  out  a  warrant  of  distress.    For  Exch.  of  PUas, 
these  reasons  and  on  these  authorities  I  am  of  opinion  that  '  ^ 

the  bye-law  would  be  bad,  circumstanced  as  this  case  is,  if       Davibs 
it  did  not  imply  the  necessity  of  a  demand  before  any  dis-      morgan. 
tress  could  be  made;  and  inasmuch  as,  in  this  case,  no 
demand  was  proved  at  the  trial,  we  ought  not  to  disturb 
the  verdict. 

Vauohan,  B.,  was  not  present  at  the  argument,  and 
BoLLAND,  B.,  having  tried  the  cause^  gave  no  opinion. 

Rule  discharged. 
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ABATEMENT. 

I.  OfSuik 

See  New  Trial,  iii. 

IL  Pleas  in. 
See  Pbactice,  i. 

ACCEPTANCE. 
See  Bills  &  Notes,  3,  4. 

ACTION. 
See  Landlord  &  Tenant. 

1.  In  1803,  the  plaintifTs  house 
was  built  against  the  pine  end  wall  of 
the  defendant's  house,  by  permission. 
In  1 829,  the  defendant  made  an  ex- 
cavation in  a  careless  and  unskilful 
manner,  in  his  own  land,  near  to  his 
pine  end  wall,  by  which  he  weakened 
his  pine  end  wall,  and,  consequential- 
ly, injured  the  house  of  the  plaintiff: 
— Held,  that  an  action  on  the  case  was 
maintainable  for  this  injury.  Brown 
V.  Windsor,  20 

2.  A,  remitted  to  B.  a  bank-bill, 
indorsed,  "  Pay  to  the  order  of  B,, 
under  provision  for  my  note  in  favour 
of  C,  payable  at  the  house  of  B,,  on 
1st /anuary,  1830."  ^.  received  the 
proceeds  of  the  bill,  and  refused  to 
pay  them  over  to  C.  In  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  by  C; — 


ACTION. 

Held,  that  B,  was  not  liable  to  C,  be- 
cause B,  had  never  assented  to  hold 
the  bill  or  money  to  the  use  of  C 
Wedlahe  v.  Hurley,  83 

3.  An  instrument  in  the  following 
terms,  '*  nine  years  afWr  the  date  here- 
of, I  promise  to  pay  to  &c.,  the  sum 
of  &c.,  with  lawful  interest,  provided 
/).  M.  shall  not  return  to  England,  or 
his  death  be  duly  certified  in  the  mean- 
time," is  no  evidence  of  money  lent 
either  on  a  special  or  indebitatus 
count.     Morgan  v.  Jones,  1 62 

4.  Where  A,,  being  indebted  to  B,, 
gave  him  for  security  a  delivery  order 
for  goods  in  the  hands  of  a  wharfin- 
ger, which  the  wharfinger  accepted, 
and  afterwards  A,,  being  indebted  to 
C,  gave  him  another  delivery  order 
for  the  same  goods,  which  was  taken 
to  the  wharfinger,  who  said  that  he 
could  not  transfer  the  goods,  as  he 
held  them  for  B,,  but  that  if  C  could 
getB*s  order,  he  would  transfer  them, 
and  promised  that  he  would  not  give 
up  the  goods  without  first  letting  C 
know;  and  afterwards  B.,  his  debt 
remaining  unsatisfied,  gave  a  delivery 
order  for  the  same  goods  to  A.,  who 
gave  notice  of  it  to  the  wharfinger : — 
Held,  that  C  had  no  property  upon 
which  trover  could  be  maintained 
against  the  wharfinger.  Melling  v. 
Kelshaw,  184 
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AMENDMENT. 


ARREST. 


ADMISSION. 

See  Evidence,  19. 
Variance,  2,  3. 

ADMINISTRATORS. 

See  Executors  &  Administrators. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

I.  0/ Justification, 

See  Bail,  3,  5. 

Reguije  Generales,  iii. 

II.  Of  Merits. 

Tq  set  aside  a  judgment  upon 
payment  of  costs,  the  s&davit  must 
state  that  the  defendant  has  i^  good 
defence  upon  the  merits;  that  be  baa  a 
good  and  meritorious  defence  is  not 
sufficient.     Bower  v.  Kemp,        287 

III.  Of  Verification. 

An  affidavit  verifying  a  plea  in 
abatement!  which  refers  to  the  decla*-  J 
ration,  must  be  sworn  after  the  decla- 
ration is  delivered ;  and  if  it  be  sworn 
before  the  declaration  is  delivered, 
the  plaintiff  may  treat  the  plea  as  a 
nuUjty,  and  sign  judgment.  Bower 
V.  Kemp,  287 

AMBIGUITY. 
See  Evidence,  5. 

AMENDMENT. 

I.  Of  Process. 

The  teste  of  a  wf  it,  if  irregular  ia 
naming  a  late  Chief  Baron  imiead  of 
the  existing  Chief  Baron»  nuty  he 
amended,  even  after  a  rule  to  set  it 
aside  upon  that  ground;  and  upon 
the  amendment  being  made,  the  rule 
will  be  discharged.  WakeUng  v.  Wat'^ 
son,  4C7 

II,  After  Demurrer. 

See  Farebroiher  v.  Worsley^  &G3. 


III.  4fter  Trial. 
Aftier  a  trial  and  verdict  for  plaio' 
tiff,  the  Conrt  refused  to  allow  a  de- 
fendant to  amend,  by  striking  out  the 
general  issue,  and  pleading  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  the  defendant  the  right  of 
beginning,  and  of  the  general  reply  at 
a  second  trial.  Chambers  v.  BemaS' 
coni,  459 

ANCESTOR. 
See  Heir  &  Ancestor. 

ANNUITY. 

See  Usury. 

APPEARANCE. 
See  Reguxje  Generales,  i. 

1 .  If  the  defendant  do  not  justify 
his  bail  in  due  time,  and  comperuit  ad 
(Uem  is  pleaded  to  a  declaration  on  the 
bail  bond,  the  Court  will  order  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  defendant  to  be  re- 
corded as  of  the  day  on  which  the  bail 
justified.     Ladd  v.  ArnaboUU,      97 

2.  The  appearance  of  a  defendant 
in  person  in  Court  to  a  subpoena  at 
the  suit  of  the  Attorney-General,  may 
be  recorded  in  Courts  without  the  in* 
tervention  of  a  clerk  in  Court  At-' 
torney^  Genial  v.  Carpenter ^        289 

APPROPRIATION. 

See  Action,  2. 

ARREST. 

See  Reouue  Generales,  xxi. 

A.  arrested  £..  and  di«di  the  exe- 
cutors of  A»  again  arrested  &  for  the 
same  cause  of  action : — Held^  that  the 
second  proceeding  was  «ot  vexatious, 
and  that  the  defendant  waa  oot  ^ti- 
tled to  be  discharged  out  of  custody 
on  entering  a  comuon  ^pearance. 
Melim  V.  Evans,  ^^ 


ATTORNEY. 


AWARD. 
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ASSUMPSIT. 

See  AcTioK*  S,  3. 
Pleading,  iii. 


ATTACHMENT. 

See  AwAED. 
Costs,  viii. 

R£aOL£  GSREBALES,  Xxi. 

The  rule  for  an  attachment,  for  not 
accounting  to  the  legacy  office,  is  a 
rule  flMty  which  makea  itself  absolute 
by  a  certain  day,  unless  in  the  mean- 
time cause  be  shewn.  In  the  matter 
of  the  Estate  of  Vivian^  409 

ATTORNEY 
See  REOuLiB  Gemerales,  ii. 

I.  Liahili^s  of. 

1.  Semhle — ^That  an  attorney,  not 
of  this  Court,  practising  in  this  Court 
through  a  clerk  in  court,  is  subject  to 
the  summary  jurisdiction  ofthis  Court. 
Evans  v.  Duncomhe,  372 

See  Payne  v.  Johnson,  378,  n. 
Hudson  V.  Handtey,         Ibid. 

S.  jS^emft^—- That  the  Court  will 
compel  an  attorney  to  perform  an  un- 
dertaking entered  into  by  him,  not- 
withstanding it  is  void  by  the  statute 
of  frauds,  and  no  action  can  be  brought 
upon  it.    Evans  v.  Duncombe,    ^7% 

See  In  re  Oreaves^  374,  n. 

II.  Privilege  of. 

See  Costs,  vi. 

A  clerk  in  court  in  the  Exchequer, 
Buing,  with  a  person  not  entitled  to 
Exchequer  privilege,  by  capias  of  pri- 
vilege, an  attorney  of  the  King's  Bench, 
does  not  lose  his  privilege.  EUdns  v. 
Harding,  345 

III.  Rights  of. 

!•  Where  an  attorney  sued  out  a 
writ  in  a  superior  Court  for  the  re- 


covery of  a  disputed  debt  under  40^. 
upon  written  instructions  signed  by 
the  client,  but  brought  to  him  by  a 
person  who  was  in  the  habit  of  col- 
lectmg  small  debts,  and  of  occasion- 
ally acting  for  attornies  i^^Held,  that 
the  attorney  could  not  recover  his 
costs,  unless  it  were  shewn,  that,  be- 
fore suing  out  the  writ,  he  made  such 
inquiries  from  his  client  with  respect 
to  the  claim  as  a  prudent  attorney 
ought  to  have  made.  Gill  v*  Lough' 
er,  170 

%.  Where  plaintiff  and  defendant 
coUusively  settled  an  action,  by  the 
latter  depositing  a  bill  of  exchange  in 
the  hands  of  a  diird  party,  the  Court 
ordered  the  bill  to  be  given  up  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorney.     Gould  v.  Davis, 

415 

3.  A  bill  for  business  by  two  attor- 
nies in  partnership,  signed  by  one  in 
the  name  of  the  firm,  is  a  sufficient 
subscription  within  the  statutes  3  Jac. 
1,  c.  7,  and  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  although 
tlie  signature  do  not  contain  the  Chris- 
tian names  of  the  partners.  Smith  v. 
Brown,  542 

ATTORNEY  &  CLIENT. 

See  Attobnet. 

AUCTION. 

See  Auction  Duty. 
Extent,  iii. 

AUCTION  DUTY. 

A  sale  by  auction  by  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt,  of  the  absolute  interest  in 
fee  of  an  estate  in  mortgage,  is  not  li- 
able to  auction  duty.  Rex  v.  Win^ 
Stanley,  434 

AWARD. 

See  Recognizance,  ii. 

To  support  an  attachment  for  the 
non-performanee  of  an  award  on  de- 
mand made  by  a  third  person  who  acts 
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BAIL  BOND. 


BANKRUPTCY. 


under  a  power  of  attorney,  the  execu- 
tion of  the  power  of  attorney  must  be 
shewn  by  the  subscribing  witness,  and 
a  copy  of  the  power  of  attorney  must 
be  left  with  the  party  upon  whom  the 
demand  is  made.  Laugher  v.  Laugh' 
er,  398 

BAIL. 

See  Arbest. 

Regula  Generaleb,  ill.  xxi. 

1 .  By  ruling  the  Sheriff  to  bring  in 
the  body  before  the  time  for  justify- 
ing bail  has  expired,  the  plaintiff  does 
not  enlarge  the  time  for  justifying  bail 
until  the  expiration  of  the  body  rule, 
if,  at  the  period  when,  independently 
of  the  body  rule,  the  time  for  justifi- 
cation expires,  he  take  an  assignment 
of  the  bail  bond;  for,  by  so  doing,  he 
waives  the  body  rule.  Bolland,  B., 
dissentiente,     Ladd  v.  Arnaholdi,  97 

But  see  R.  M.  T.  281 

2.  If  the  defendant  do  not  justify 
his  bail  in  due  time,  and  comperuit  ad 
diem  is  pleaded  to  a  declaration  on  the 
bail  bond,  the  Court  will  order  the 
appearance  of  the  defendant  to  be  re- 
corded as  of  the  day  on  which  the  bail 
justified.     Ladd  v.  Arnaholdiy        97 

S.  Where  persons,  who  are  shewn 
to  be  bail  in  other  actions,  justify  as 
bail  by  affidavit,  they  must  swear  that 
they  are  worth  the  sum  required  be- 
yond what  will  satisfy  their  debts  and 
their  other  engagements.  Henshaw 
V.  Woolwrich,  150 

4.  Afler  one  successful  opposition 
of  bail,  61.  must  be  deposited  with  the 
Master,  to  cover  the  costs,  before  the 
bail   can  justify.     Smith  v.  Cooper ^ 

460 

5.  Bail  who  live  within  ten  miles 
of  the  city  of  London  or  Westminster^ 
must  justify  in  person,  and  not  by  af- 
fidavit.    Anonymous^  516 

BAIL  BOND. 
See  Bail,  2. 


BAILIFF. 

See  Covenant,  iii. 

BANKRUPTCY. 
See  Auction  Duty. 

I.  Petitioning  Creditor's  Debt, 

1.  Where  a  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  is  proved  by  the  depositions  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c. 
16,  s.  9i^,  it  is  not  competent  for  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  such  petition- 
ing creditor's  debt  was  a  fraudulent 
contrivance  between  the  bankrupt  and 
the  petitioning  creditor.  Yowtg  v. 
TirnminSf  148 

2.  Where,  in  an  action  by  the  as- 
signee of  a  bankrupt,  it  appeared  that 
a  bill  drawn  and  indorsed  by  the  pe- 
titioning creditor,  and  accepted  by  the 
bankrupt,  had  been  produced  at  the 
opening  of  the  commission,  and  had 
been  then  examined  by  the  commis- 
sioners, and  had  afterwards  been  lost, 
and,  though  search  had  been  made, 
could  not  be  found  or  produced  at 
the  trial : — Held,  that  the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt  was  proved  by  evi- 
dence of  the  contents  of  such  bill. 
Pooley  V.  Millardy  411 

II.  Property  in  Assignees. 

1.  The  agent  of  a  bankrupt  who 
has  made  himself  responsible  for  the 
price  of  goods,  may  stop  them  in  tran- 
situ.  But  if,  after  they  have  reached 
a  certain  place,  he  give  them  a  new 
destination  in  furtherance  of  the  bank- 
rupt's business,  and  in  the  couVse  of 
the  bankrupt's  trade,  when  they  ar- 
rive at  the  place  of  such  destination, 
they  vest  in  the  bankrupt,  and  pass  to 
his  assignees.     Hawlces  v.  Dunn,  519 

2.  A  defendant  received  from  A. 
some  bacon,  really  the  property  of  a 
bankrupt,  and  the  messenger  under 
the  commission  asked  him  if  he  had 
not  got  some  bacon  of  the  bankrupt; 
to  which  he  replied,  that  he  had  some 


BILLS  AND  NOTES. 


BYE.LAW. 
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belonging  to  A, ;  upon  which  the  meS"* 
senger  desired  him  to  take  care  of  it, 
and  not  part  with  it,  as  more  would 
be  heard  of  it.  Afterwards  the  de- 
fendant allowed  the  bacon  to  be  re- 
turned by  y^.  to  the  person  from  whom 
A,  had  received  it: — Held,  that  this 
was  evidence  of  a  conversion.     Ibid, 


BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

See  Action,  2,  3. 
Trade. 

1 .  Where,  in  an  action  by  an  in- 
dorsee against  an  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  it  appeared  that  the  bill 
was  drawn  on  a  Sunday: — Held,  that 
the  bill  was  not  void  under  the  stat. 
29  Car.  2,  c.  7.     Begbie  v.  Levi,  180 

2.  A  widow  gave  a  promissory 
note  **for  value  received  by  my  late 
htisband:" — Held,  first,  that  the  note 
was  valid  on  the  face  of  it;  and  se- 
condly, that  the  defendant  was  not  at 
liberty  to  shew  as  a  defence,  that  it 
was  given  as  an  indemnity  against 
liabilities  incurred  on  behalf  of  her 
late  husband,  and  that  the  payee  had 
not  been  damnified.  Ridout  v.  Ihis- 
tow,  231 

3.  Where  a  partnership  firm  is 
pledged  by  the  acceptance  of  a  bill  of 
exchange  by  one  partner  in  the  name 
of  the  firm,  the  partnership,  of  whom- 
soever it  may  consist,  whether  they 
are  named  or  not,  and  whether  the 
partners  are  known  or  secret  partners, 
will  be  bound,  unless  the  title  of  the 
person  who  seeks  to  charge  them  can 
be  impeached.      fVintle  v.  Crowther, 

316 

4.  Where  a  bill,  accepted  in  a  part- 
nership firm,  is  applied,  with  the  know- 
ledge of  the  party  who  takes  the  bill, 
in  part  only  to  the  separate  use  of  the 
partner  who  actually  accepts  it,  a  se- 
cret partner,  not  known  to  the  party 
who  takes  the  bill,  is  liable  in  respect 
of  so  much  of  the  amount  as  is  not,  to 


the  knowledge  of  the  taker,  applied  to 
the  separate  use  of  the  partner  who 
accepts  the  bill.  Ibid, 

6.  A  letter  to  the  indorser  of  a  bill 
of  exchange  from  the  attornies  of  the 
holder,  stating,  that "  a  bill  for  683/., 
drawn  by  A,  upon  B,,  and  bearing 
your  indorsement,  has  been  put  into 
our  hands  by  C,  with  directions  to 
take  legal  measures  for  the  recovery 
thereof,  unless  immediately  paid,''  is 
not  a  sufficient  notice  of  dishonour  in 
an  action  by  C,  the  holder,  against 
the  indorser.    Solarte  v.  Palmer,  41 7 

BILL  OF  SIGHT. 

Where  goods  are  landed  fraudu- 
lently under  a  bill  of  sight,  it  is  no 
protection  against  penalties.  Attor- 
ney' General  v.  Hawkes,  121 

BODY  RULE. 

See  Bail,  1. 

Reoul£  Generales,  iii. 

BOND. 

A,  and  B,  and  C,  his  sureties,  eX'* 
ecuted  a  mortgage  bond,  which  recit- 
ed that  A,  was  seised  in  tail  of  certain 
premises,  and  was  conditiiHied,  that  a 
recovery  should  be  suffered,  so  as  and 
in  such  manner  as  that  under  and  by 
virtue  thereof,  and  of  a  release  to  make 
a  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  (also  recited), 
a  fee  should  be  vested  in  D.: — Held, 
that  the  legal  effect  of  the  bond  was, 
that  D,  should  have  a  fee,  and  that 
A,,  being  seised  for  life  only,  the  bond 
was   forfeited.     Edwards  v.  Brown, 

307 

BYE-LAW. 

A  bye-law  of  a  corporation  found- 
ed on  a  custom  to  exclude  foreigners, 
and  authorizing  a  distress  for  a  pe- 
nalty in  case  of  a  breach  of  the  bye- 
law,  without  a  previous  demand  and 
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COMMISSION. 


refusal  of  such  penalty,  is  bid*    Do" 
vies  V.  Morgan^  587 

CALVES. 

The  tenth  calf  in  the  order  of 
birth  is  the  tithe  calf,  where  the  or- 
der of  birth  can  be  ascertained.  Trat' 
man  v.  Carringim^  320 

CASE. 

In  1809,  the  plaintifTs  house 
was  built  against  the  pine  end  wall  of 
the  defendant's  house,  by  permission. 
In  1829,  the  defendant  made  an  ex- 
cavation in  a  careless  and  unskilful 
manner,  in  his  own  land,  near  to  his 
pine  end  wall,  by  which  he  weakened 
his  pine  end  wall,  and,  consequentially, 
injured  the  house  of  the  plaintiff: — 
Held^  that  an  action  on  the  case  was 
maintainable  for  this  injury.  Brown 
V.  Windsor^  %0 

CHARTER-PARTY. 

By  a  charter-party,  which  was 
found  to  be  executed  bond  fide^  the 
owners  of  a  ship  appointed  A.  to  the 
command  of  the  ship,  on  a  Yojttge 
from  London  to  CalcutUh  and  Imck. 
A,  was  to  load  the  ship  out  and  home^ 
and  on  intermediate  voyages  at  his 
option  durii^  a  limited  period,  and 
was  to  pay  to  the  owners  a  monthly 
freight,  payable  as  specified,  and  the 
baUmce  of  such  monthly  freight  was 
to  be  secured  to  the  owners  by  the 
freight  bill8,for  the  freight  of  the  home- 
ward cargo  from  Calduta^h&xig  made 
payable  to  joint  trustees  for  the  own- 
ers and  A.;  who  were,  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  freight  bills,  to  pay  the 
balance  of  the  monthly  freight  to  the 
owners,  and  then  to  pay  the  surplus 
to  A.  An  agent  of  the  owners  was 
to  go  on  board  to  superintend  the  ma- 
nagement of  the  stores,  with  power  to 
displace  A,  and  to  appoint  another 


commander  in  case  of  his  breaking 
the  agreement  on  his  part*  C  ^  Co* 
of  CaiaUta^  having  knowledge  of  this 
instrument,  shipped  goods  by  the  ves* 
sel  at  CalaUia  for  London^  and  drew 
freight  bills  for  the  amount  of  the 
freight  in  favour  of  the  trustees.  The 
goods  so  shipped  were  never  deliver* 
ed: — Heldj  that  the  absolute  owners 
were  not  liable  to  the  shippers  for  the 
non-delivery.     Newberry  v.  Co/ota, 

192 

CLERK  IN  COURT. 

See  ReouimE  Genskales,  xii. 

A  clerk  in  court  in  the  Exche- 
quer^  suing,  with  a  person  not  entitled 
to  Exchequer  privilege,  by  capias  of 
privilege,  an  attorney  of  the  King*s 
Benchy  does  not  lose  his  privilege. 
Elkins  V.  Hard&ng,  345 

COLLOQUIUM. 

See  Slahdbb. 


COMMISSION. 

Under  the  4th  section  of  the  sta- 
tute 1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  the  power  of 
the  Courts  at  Westnunster  to  issue 
commissions  for  the  examination  of 
witnesses  abroad,  is  not  confined  to 
cases  where  the  witnesses  reside  with- 
in the  King's  dominions*  Duckett  v. 
Williams^  610 

COMPARISON    OP    HAND- 
WRITING. 

The  rule  that  comparison  of  hand- 
writing is  not  evidence,  does  not 
extend  so  far  as  to  prevent  the  Court 
or  Jury  from  instituting  a  comparison 
between  two  documents,  of  which 
primd  facie  evidence  has  been  given. 
Griffith  V.  WilUams,  47 


CORPORATION. 


COSTS. 


605 


COMPERUIT  AD  DIEM. 

If  the  defendant  do  not  justify 
his  bail  in  due  time,  and  comperuit  ad 
diem  is  pleaded  to  a  declaration  on 
the  bail  bond,  the  Court  will  order 
tha  appearance  of  the  defendant  to  be 
recorded  as  of  the  day  on  which  the 
bail  justified.      Ladd  v.  Amaholdi^ 

97 

COMPETENCY  OF  WITNESSES. 

See  Evidence,  5,  15»  17>  18. 

CONCILIUM. 
See  Reoulj^  Gbnerajues*  vi. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  BiLX3  &  Notes,  2. 
Plsadi)70|  iii. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Bond. 

Covenant,  iii. 

CONVERSION. 

A  defendant  received  from  A. 
some  bacon,  really  the  property  of  a 
bankrupt,  and  the  messenger  under 
the  commission  asked  him  if  he  had 
not  got  some  bacon  of  the  bankrupt; 
to  which  he  replied  that  he  had  some 
belonging  to  A,;  upon  which  the  mes- 
sei^r  desired  him  to  take  care  of  it, 
and  not  part  with  it,  as  more  would 
be  heard  of  it.  Afterwards,  the  de« 
fendant  alkmed  the  bacon  to  be  re* 
turned  by  ^.  to  the  person  from  whom 
A.  had  received  it : — Held^  that  this 
was  evidence  of  a  conversion.  Hawkes 
v.  Dunn,  5!9 

CORPORATION. 

See  Bte-Law. 
Tolls. 


CORPORATOR. 

1.  Corporators  are  not  competent 
witnesses  in  support  of  a  custom  to 
exclude  foreigners,  Davies  v.  Mor- 
gan^  587 

2.  Declarations  of  deceased  cor- 
porators are  evidence  in  support  of  a 
custom  to  exclude  foreigners — iS'em- 
hU,  Ibid. 

COSTS. 

I.  Of  the  Day. 

Costs  of  the  day  for  not  proceed- 
ing to  trial  may  be  moved  for  aAer  a 
riue  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  non- 
suit has  been  discharged  upon  a  pe- 
remptory undertaking.  Hockin  v. 
Reid,  466 

II.  Of  New  Trials. 

1.  By  the  practice  of  this  Court, 
where  a  new  trial  is  granted,  the  party 
who  succeeds  upon  both  trials  is  en- 
titled to  the  costs  of  both  trials,  if  the 
rule  for  the  new  trial  is  silent  up<m 
the  subject  of  costs.  Loader  v.  Tho^ 
mas,  54 

%.  In  an  action  upon  a  statute  which 
gives  double  costs,  if  a  new  trial  be 
granted,  nothing  being  said  upon  the 
subject  of  costs,  the  party  who  suc- 
ceeds upon  both  trials  is  entitled  to 
double  costs  of  both  trials.  Ibid. 

8.  Where  the  plaintiff  has  a  verdict 
with  liberty  to  move  to  increase  the 
amount,  and  obtains  a  rule  for  that 
purpose  which  is  discharged,  neither 
party  is  entitled  to  costs  unless  there 
be  a  special  order  of  the  Court.  Chap' 
pie  y.  Durstcm,  1 1 

III.  Of  Venire  de  Novom 

Where  a  venire  de  novo  is  award- 
ed, the  Court  has  no  power  over  the 
costs  of  the  application.  Edwards 
V.  Brown,  S54 
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COVENANT. 


IV.  Of  Ejectment. 

The  costs  of  an  ejectment  may 
be  recovered  in  an  action  for  mesne 
profits,  though  the  defendant  has  ap- 
peared and  pleaded  in  the  ejectment, 
and  no  costs  have  been  taxed.  Sy- 
monds  v.  Page,  29 


V.  In  Extents, 

Upon  a  scire  facias  upon  a  re- 
cognizance entered  into  to  abide  an 
award  respecting  matters  in  difference 
upon  an  extent  in  aid: — Held,  that 
the  defendant,  having  succeeded  upon 
demurrer,  was  not  entitled  to  costs. 
Rex  V.  Bingham,  S79 


VI,  Under  Court  of  Requests  Acts. 

Where  a  clerk  in  court,  and  an 
attorney  of  the  King*s  Bench,  sued 
an  attorney  of  the  King's  Bench 
by  capias  of  privilege,  and  re- 
covered less  than  5L : — Held,  that  it 
was  not  a  ease  within  the  London 
Court  of  Requests  act,  39  &  40  Geo, 
3,  c.  104.     Elkins  v.  Harding^   845 

And  see  Burn  v.  Pasmore,  346,  n. 


VII.  Taxation  of. 
See  Reoul^  Generales,  iv. 

VIIT.  How  recovered. 

See  Attokney,  iii. 

The  Court  of  Great  Sessions  or- 
dered an  infant,  suing  by  prochein 
amy,  to  pay  costs;  and  this  Court 
granted  an  attachment  against  the 
prochein  amy  for  disobeying  that  or- 
der.    Evans  v.  Davis,  4G0 

COURT  OF  REQUESTS. 

See  Costs,  vi. 


COVENANT. 

I.  Implied, 

1 .  A  lease  of  an  undivided  third  part 
of  certain  mines,  reciting,  that,  by  per- 
mission of  the  lessor  and  the  owners  of 
the  other  two  thirds,  thelessee  had  pull- 
ed down  an  old  smelting  mill,  and  had 
agreed  to  build  anotlier  of  larger  di- 
mensions, contained  a  covenant  by  the 
lessee  to  keep  such  new  mill  in  repair, 
and  so  leave  it  at  the  expiration  of  the 
term,  but  contained  no  covenant  by 
the  lessee  to  build  the  new  mill: — 
Held,  that  such  a  covenant  by  the 
lessee  might  be  implied,  and  that  the 
lessor  might  sue  upon  the  implied 
covenant  in  respect  of  his  interest. 
Easterby  v.  Sampson,  105 

2,  Covenant  against  A,  and  B,  on 
a  covenant  supposed  to  be  implied  as 
incident  to  a  demise  by  lease.  On 
production  of  the  lease,  it  appeared, 
that,  in  point  of  law,  A.  only  demised, 
and  that  B.,  who  had  an  equitable  in- 
terest merely,  confirmed : — Held,  that 
the  action  was  not  maintainable  against 
A,  and  B,      Smith  v.  Pocklington, 

445 

II.  Running  with  the  Land, 

A,,  by  lease,  containing  a  recital 
from  which  a  covenant  by  the  lessee 
to  build  a  smelting  mill  was  to  be  im- 
plied, demised  all  mines  and  minerals 
then  open  or  discovered,  or  which 
might,  during  the  term,  be  opened  or 
discovered  at  or  under  certain  moors 
and  waste  lands,  and  also  all  smelting 
mills  then  standing  upon  the  said 
lands,  with  full  liberty  to  sink  shafts 
there,  and  to  build  thereon  any  mills 
or  other  buildings  requisite  for  mines, 
habendum  the  demised  premises  with 
the  appurtenances  for  nineteen  years. 
A,  assigned  his  reversion  of  and  in 
the  demised  premises  with  the  appur- 
tenances to  B,,  who  devised  the  same 
to  C. : — Heldf  that  the  implied  cove- 


DEATH. 


DEPARTURE. 
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nant  to  build  a  smelting  mill  ran  with 
the  landy  because  it  tended  to  the  use, 
benefit,  and  advantage  of  the  thing 
demised,  and  that  the  assignee  of  the 
reversion  might  therefore  sue  upon  it. 
Easterly  v.  Sampson,  105 

III.   Construction  of. 

Where  a  SherifTs  bailiff,  in  die 
deed  appointing  him  bailifl^  covenant- 
ed {inter  alia)  to  pay  the  Sheriff  the 
costs  and  charges  of  defending  any 
action,  or  of  prosecuting  or  opposing 
any  motion,  &c.,  touching  or  concern- 
ing any  matter  wherein  the  bailiff 
should  act,  or  assume  to  act  as  bailiff, 
to  the  said  Sheriff;  and  afterwards, 
in  the  same  deed,  covenanted  to  in- 
demnify, &c.,  the  Sheriff,  against  all 
actions,  costs,  &c.,  &c.,  which  might 
be  commenced,  &c.,  or  which  he  might 
suffer,  pay,  or  be  liable  to,  for  or  by 
reason  of  the  executing,  not  execut- 
ing, returning,  or  not  returning,  or 
mis-return  of  any  writ,  process,  man- 
date,  precept,  or  warrant,  occasioned 
by  the  act  or  default  of  the  said  bail- 
^: — Held,  that  the  covenant  was  not 
confined  to  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
bailiff,  but,  that  it  extended  to  pro- 
tect the  Sheriff  from  the  costs,  &c., 
which  he  had  incurred,  from  an  ac- 
tion, &c.,  having  been  prosecuted 
against  him,  in  consequence  of  a  re- 
turn made  by  him  to  a  writ,  on  in- 
structions for  the  return  given  by  the 
bailiff,  though  those  instructions  were 
correct  and  proper.  Farebrother  v. 
Worsley,  549 

CUSTOMS  AND  EXCISE. 

See  Bill  of  Sight. 
Evidence,  6,  7. 
Glass. 

Master  &  Servant. 
Pleading,  viii. 

DEATH. 
See  New  Trial,  iii. 


DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
See  Action,  2. 

DECLARATION. 

I.  Form  of 
See  Reoul£  Generales,  xiv. 

II.  De  bene  esse. 
See  Reguue:  Generales,  v. 

DEED. 

See  Covenant,  iii. 

DEMISE. 
See  Covenant,  i,  ii. 

DEMURRER. 

See  Amendment,  ii. 

Reguls  Generales,  vi. 

1 .  Where  a  defendant  demurs  for 
delay,  and  there  is  not  a  sufficient 
number  of  days  in  the  Term  to  en- 
able the  plaintiff  to  conform  to  the 
usual  practice  in  cases  of  demurrer, 
the  Court  will  allow  a  concilium  mo- 
ved for  on  the  last  day  but  two  of  the 
Term,  to  be  drawn  up  for  tlie  last 
day  of  Term,  although  no  rule  be 
given  to  bring  in  the  paper  books, 
and  no  paper  books  be  in  fact  deli- 
vered.    Cooper  V.  Hawkes,         219 

2.  Before  the  plaintiff  can  move 
for  judgment  upon  demurrer,  the  de- 
murrer books  must  be  delivered  to  all 
the  Barons,  and  if  the  defendant  do 
not  deliver  his  books,  the  plaintiff 
must  deliver  them  on  his  behalf. 
Commelin  v.  Thompson,  462 

DEPARTURE. 
See  Pleading,  v. 
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DISTRINGAS. 


DOUBLE  COSTS. 


DESCENT. 

See  FiKE. 

DETINUE. 
See  Pleading,  ▼• 

DEVIATION. 

See  PoLiCT. 

DISHONOR. 
See  Bills  &  Notes  5. 

DISTRESS. 

Materials  delivered  by  a  manu- 
facturer to  a  weaver,  to  be  by  hira 
manufactured  at  his  own  home,  are 
privileged  from  distress  for  rent  du« 
from  the  weaver  to  his  landlord; 
but  a  frame  or  other  madiinery,  de« 
livered  by  the  manufacturer  to  the 
weaver,  together  with  the  materials, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  used  in  the 
weaver's  house  in  the  manufacture  of 
such  materials,  is  not  privileged,  un- 
less there  be  other  goods  upon  the 
premises  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  rent 
due.     Woody*  Clarke^  484 

DISTRINGAS, 

I.  At  Common  Law, 

1.  The  service  of  a  vemre  at  the 
coonting-house  of  defendants,  who 
have  no  residence  in  this  country,  is 
not  a  sufficient  serviee  to  warraat  the 
issuing  of  a  dUtringas  according  to 
the  old  coiurse  of  the  Court. 

Semblet  That  the  old  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding by  venire  and  diHrvngae  is 
taken  away  by  the  stat.  7&  8  Geo.  4^ 
c.  71,  s.  5.     Hall  V.  Gumple,      539 

2,  The  Court  will  not  increase  is- 
sues upon  a  distringtts  issued  upon 
the  SherifTs  return  of  swmnonerifeci 


to  the  v^mre^  according  to  the  oki 
course  of  the  Court— iSImd/e.  Pen- 
nell  V.  KingsUMf  548 

II.  By  StatMie. 

1.  Requisites  of  the  affidavit  for  a 
distrinffoi  upon  a  venire*  Pitt  v. 
Eldred,  147 

2.  The  affidavit  for  a  &stinnea9 
upon  a  venire  must  be  full  and  dis- 
tinct, and  must  disclose  drcumstances 
from  which  the  Court  may  see  that 
the  defendant  keeps  out  of  the  way  to 
avoid  personal  service.  Winstanley 
V.  Edge,  881 

8.  The  Court  will  not  grant  a  dis* 
tringas^  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  be- 
lief of  the  deponent  that  the  defend- 
ant keeps  out  of  the  way  to  avoid 
personal  service;  but  it  must  abo  be 
made  to  appear,  to  the  satisfMtion  of 
the  Court,  that  the  defendant  keepa 
out  of  the  way  to  avoid  service ;  and 
the  grounds  for  the  belief  must  be 
stated.     Godkin  v.  Redgaie,        401 

4.  Affidavit  for  liislfingM.  White* 
home  V.  Simone,  402 

III.   When  issued. 


1.  Qwere,   whether  a 
under  the  statute  may  issue  imme* 
diately  upon  the  return  of  the  venire^ 

Semble,  that  the  time  within  which 
a  distringas  may  issue  af^er  the  re* 
turn  of  the  venire,  m  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Court.  Thomas  y.  Eider,  517 

2.  Time  of  issuing  a  distringas. 
Field  y.  Radden,  518 


DOMICILE. 
See  Legacy  Duty. 

DOUBLE  COSTS. 

See  CosT^  it.  2. 


EJECTMENT. 


EVIDENCE. 
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DUTIES    OF  OFFICERS  OF 
COURT. 

See  Reoula  GsKERALsSy  xii* 

EJECTMENT. 

I.  Declaration  tn. 

A  notice  at  the  foot  of  a  declara- 
tion In  ejectment,  served  before  term, 
which  omite  to  state  the  term  in  which 
the  tenant  is  to  appear,  is  sufficient. 
Doe  V.  Roe^  330 

II.  Service  of  Declaration. 

See  RsGDLiB  Geksbalss,  tii. 

Where  a  declaration  in  ejectment 
was  served  on  the  essoign  day  by 
mistake,  the  Court  directed  the  rule 
for  judgment  to  be  served  on  the  te- 
nants in  possession,  and  granted  the 
rale  for  judgment  against  the  casual 
ejector  absolute,  unless  cause  was 
shewn  in  five  days  after  such  service. 
Doe  d.  Brent  v.  Roe^  483 

III.  Evidence  in. 

Upon  the  trial  of  aa  ejectment,  the 
landlord  (defendant)  proposed  to  call 
the  tenants  in  possession  of  dififerent 
parts  of  the  property,  upon  whom 
ejectments  had  been  served,  to  prove 
an  adverse  possession ;  but  they  were 
held  to  be  incompetent:  and  the  Court 
refused  to  enter  into  the  question, 
whether  they  were  competent  to  prove 
the  possession  of  each  other,  because 
the  distinction  had  not  been  pointed 
out  at  the  trial,  but  intimated  an  opiiH 
ion  that  they  were  not  competent  for 
any  purpose.   Doe  d.  Lewis  v.  Preece^ 

515 

IV.  Costs. 

The  costs  of  an  ejectment  may  be 
recovered  in  an  action  lor  mesne  pro* 
fits,  though  the  defendant  has  appear- 
ed and  pleaded  in  the  ejectment,  and 


no  costs  have  been  taxed.     Symonds 
V.  Page^  29 

ESSOIGN  DAY. 

Where  the  Jirst  day  in  full  term 
falls  on  a  Sunday^  the  essoign  is  to 
be  calculated  from  that  day.  Doe  d. 
Brent  v.  Roe^  483 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  The  statute  of  limitations  must 
be  replied  specially  to  a  plea  of  set- 
off, and  caniiot  be  taken  advantage 
of  under  the  general  replication  of 
nU  debet.     Chappie  v.  Dursionf       1 

2.  Declaration  alleged,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  messuage, 
&c.,  belonging  to  and  supporting 
which  there  were  certain  foundations, 
which  the  plaintiff  had  enjoyed,  &c., 
and  ought,  &e.,  to  enjoy.  On  evi- 
dence, it  appeared,  that  the  |daintiff 
was  only  entitled  to  an  easement  in 
the  foundations  which  belonged  to 
the  defendant: — Held^  no  variance. 
Brown  v.  Windsor,  20 

3.  The  rule,  that  comparison  of 
handwriting  is  not  evidence,  does  not 
extend  so  &r  as  to  prevent  the  Court 
or  Jury  from  instituting  a  comparison 
between  two  documents,  of  which  prt- 
md  fade  evidence  has  been  given. 
Griffith  V.  WiUiams,  47 

4.  In  an  action  of  trespass  quare 
clausum/regit^  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  A.  C.  was  seised  in  fee,  and, 
being  so  seised,  granted  a  tight  of 
way  by  non^existing  grant.  The 
plaintiff  replied,  traversing  the  grant: 
— Held,  that,  on  these  pleadings,  it 
was  not  competent  for  the  plaintiff 
to  give  evidence  to  shew  that  A.  C. 
was  not  seised  in  fee,  for  the  purpose 
of  rebutting  the  presumption  of  the 
grant.     ConUsham  v.  Ckeslyn,      48 

6«  ji.  by  agreanent  promised  to 
surrender  into  the  hands  of  the  kNrd, 
&c.,  "  all  those  brick-works,  copy- 
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EVIDENCE. 


EVIDENCE. 


hold  of  inheritance,  then  in  the  pos- 
session of  y^.,  with  full  liberty,  &c." 
to  the  use  of  B,  and  C, :  no  surren- 
der  was  made,  but  B,  and  C  entered 
upon  the  premises.  B,  afterwards 
surrendered  his  interest  to  C,  and 
an  action  of  trespass  having  been 
brought  against  C.  and  Z).,  they 
pleaded  leave  and  licence  from  A»  to 
B,  and  C;  C,  justifying  in  his  own 
right,  and  Z).  as  the  servant  of  B. 
and  C,  and  by  their  command ;  to 
which  ji,  replied  de  injurid,  &c.  The 
question  being,  whether  the  locus  in 
quo  was  comprised  in  the  agreement, 
B,  was  called  by  the  defendants  to 
prove,  by  parol  declarations  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  so 
comprised.  B.'s  evidence  was  ob- 
jected tOf  firsts  because  he  was  bound 
to  indemnify  D.  his  servant,  for  an 
act  done  by  his  command  in  the  asser- 
tkniof  a  supposed  right;  and  2ndly, 
because  it  was  not  competent  to  the 
defendants  to  extend  by  parol  evi* 
dence  the  terms  of  the  agreement  to 
premises  not  in  the  possession  of  A, 
at  the  time : — Held,  first,  that  B,  was 
a  competent  witness;  and  secondly, 
that  the  terms  of  the  agreement  being 
ambiguous  might  be  explained  by  pa- 
rol testimony.     Paddock  v,  Fradiey^ 

90 

6.  Information  for  offering  a  bribe 
to  Thomas  Dahbs,  a  custom-house  of- 
ficer. Evidence  that  his  name  of 
baptism  was  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dahbs, 
in  wbich  name  his  commission  was 
made  out,  but  that  he  was  as  well,  or 
better^  known  at  the  custom-house, 
and  in  the  trade,  by  the  name  of  Tho^ 
mas  DabbSf  which  name  he  himself 
generally  used: — Held^  no  variance. 
y^ttomey^General  v.  Hawkes,       121 

7.  Where  an  information  charged 
an  importation  of  bugles,  and  it  was 
doubtful  whether  the  articles  import- 
ed were  beads  or  bugles,  upon  which 
different  duties  were  payable,  but  they 
were  treated  at  the  customrhouse  and 


in  the  trade  as  bugles,  and  the  de- 
fendant himself  had  treated  them  as 
such : — Held,  no  variance.  Ibid, 

8.  Where  a  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  is  proved  by  the  depositions  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  6  Geo,  4, 
c.  1 6,  s.  92,  it  is  not  competent  for 
the  defendant  to  prove  that  such  pe- 
titioning creditor's  debt  was  a  fraudu* 
lent  contrivance  between  the  bankrupt 
and  the  petitioning  creditor.  Yoisng 
V.  Timmins^  148 

9.  An  instrument  in  the  following 
terms, "  nine  years  after  the  date  here- 
of, I  promise  to  pay  to  &c.,  the  sum 
of  &c.,  with  lawful  interest,  provided 
Z).  M,  shall  not  return  to  England^ 
or  his  death  be  duly  certified  in  the 
meantime,"  is  no  evidence  of  money 
lent,  either  on  a  special  otindMtatus 
count.     Morgan  v.  Jones,  162 

10.  Where,  upon  an  issue  upon  a 
district  modus,  the  plaintiff  clearly 
proved  the  existence  for  150  years 
of  the  payment  pleaded,  and  the  de- 
fendant produced  Pope  Nicholas^  tax- 
ation, and  other  documentary  evi- 
dence, which  ascribed  to  the  rectory, 
and  to  the  property  in  respect  of 
which  the  modus  was  pleaded,  values 
inconsistent  with  the  alleged  modus: 
— Held,  after  verdict  for  the  plaintifl^ 
that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say  to  what 
weight  the  documentary  evidence  was 
entitled,  and  that  they  might  take  into 
their  consideration  whether  tlie  docu- 
mentary evidence  ascribed  to  the  rec- 
tory and  the  district  their  real  value 
at  the  time.     Beck  v.  Bree,  246 

11.  Where  a  party  who  executes 
a  bond  is  at  the  time  competent  to 
execute  it,  he  cannot,  under  the  plea 
of  non  est  factum,  shew  that  he  was 
milled  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the 
bond.     Edwards  v.  Brown,  907 

12.  A  declaration  stated,  that,  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  irosicl 
demise  to  the  defendant  fmrnbhed 
lodgings  for  a  certain  term,  to  wit, 
two  years,  the  defendant  promised, 
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&c.,  and  alleged,  by  way  of  perform* 
ance,  that  the  defendant  did  demise, 
&c.,  for  the  said  term  of  two  years : 
the  evidence  was,  that  the  defendant 
agreed  to  take  the  lodgings  for  two 
or  three  years: — Held^  that  the  con- 
sideration  for  the  promise  was  not 
truly  stated,  and  that  the  allegation 
of  performance  rendered  the  term 
stated  material,  notwithstanding  it 
was  laid  under  a  videlicet  in  setting 
forth  the  consideration.  A  liter  on  a 
count  on  a  consideration  executed. 
Edge  V.  Strafford,  391 

13.  Where,  in  an  action  by  the  as- 
signee of  a  bankrupt,  it  appeared  that 
a  bill  drawn  and  indorsed  by  the  pe- 
titioning creditor,  and  accepted  by 
the  bankrupt,  had  been  produced  at 
the  opening  of  the  commission,  and 
had  been  then  examined  by  the  com- 
missioners, and  had  afterwards  been 
lost,  and,  though  search  had  been 
made,  could  not  be  found  or  pro- 
duced at  the  trial: — Held,  that  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt  was  proved 
by  evidence  of  the  contents  of  such 
bill.     PooUyv.  Millard,  411 

14.  A  SherifTs  officer  sent  a  writ- 
ten memorandum  to  the  Sheriff's  of- 
fice, stating  that  he  had  arrested  A.  B, 
at  a  certain  place,  this  return  was  filed 
at  the  Sheriff's  office,  and  the  officer 
being  dead,  was  received  in  evidence 
to  prove  the  place  of  such  arrest  in  an 
action  between  A.  B.  and  a  third  party : 
the  Court  granted  a  new  trial,  intimat- 
ing a  strong  opinion  that  such  return 
was  not  evidence  of  the  place  of  ar- 
rest, but  giving  the  party  an  opportu- 
nity of  putting  the  question  upon  the 
records 

Semhle,  that  such  return  was  not 
receivable  in  evidence  for  any  pur- 
pose.    Chambers  v.  Bemasconi,  451 

16.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  ejectment, 
the  landlord  (defendant)  proposed  to 
call  the  tenants  in  possession  of  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  property,  upon 
whom  ejectments  had  been  served,  to 
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prove  an  adverse  possession;  but  they 
were  held  to  be  incompetent ;  and  the 
Court  refused  to  enter  into  the  ques- 
tion, whether  they  were  competent  to 
prove  the  possession  of  each  other, 
because  the  distinction  had  not  been 
pointed  out  at  the  trial;  but  intimated 
an  opinion  that  they  were  not  compe- 
tent for  'any  purpose.  Doe  d.  Lewis 
V.  Preece,  515 

16.  A  deftndaut  received  (romA. 
some  bacon,  really  the  property  of  a 
bankrupt,  and  the  messenger  under 
the  commission  asked  him  if  he  had 
not  got  some  bacon  of  the  bankrupt ; 
to  which  he  replied  that  he  had  some 
belonging  to^.;  upon  which  the  mes- 
senger desired  him  to  take  care  of  it, 
and  not  part  with  it,  as  more  would 
be  heard  of  it.  Afterwards,  the  de- 
fendant allowed  the  bacon  to  be  re- 
turned by^.  to  the  person  from  whom 
A,  had  received  it: — Held,  that  this 
was  evidence  of  a  conversion.  Hawkes 
v.  Dunn,  519 

1 7.  Corporators  are  not  competent 
witnesses  in  support  of  a  custom  to 
exclude  foreigners.  Dawes  v.  Afor- 
gan,  5B7 

18.  Declarations  of  deceased  cor- 
porators are  evidence  in  support  of  a 
custom  to  exclude  foreigners — Sem^ 
hie.  Ibid, 

19.  The  recitals  of  a  warrant  of 
distress,  put  in  evidence  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  connect  the  defendant  with  a 
trespass,  are  not  evidence  for  the  de- 
fendant of  the'  facts  recited.         Ibid* 

20.  The  circumstances  which  are 
necessary  to  make  a  document  evi- 
dence, must  be  proved  aliunde,  and 
cannot  be  gathered  from  the  docu- 
ment itself.  Ilfid. 


EXAMINATION  OF  WITNESS 

£S. 

See  Commission. 
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EXECUTION, 


FIERI  FACIAS. 


EXCISE  AND  CUSTOMS. 

See  Customs  &  Excise. 

EXECUTION. 

N.f  in  a  marriage  settlement,  re- 
citing that  /.,  his  intended  wife,  was 
possessed  of  certain  goods,  and  that 
it  had  been  agreed,  that  in  case  she 
survived  him  she  should   have   the 
goods  and  such  articles  as  might  be 
bought  in  lieu  thereof,  for  her  own 
use,  and  in  case  she  should  die  before 
him,  that  she  might  dispose  of  the 
goods,  covenanted  with  trustees  that 
he  would  not  dispose  of  the  goods 
without   the  consent  of  /.,   that  he 
would  purchase  new  articles  in  lieu 
of  those  which  might  be  worn  out  or 
disposed  of,  that  if  she  survived  him 
she  should  have  the  goods  for  her 
own  use,  and  if  he  survived  her  she 
should  dispose  of  them  subject  to  his 
life-interest.     No  assignment  of  the 
goods  was  made  to  the  trustees.     N. 
and  /.  separated  after  their  marriage, 
and  /.  demised  the  goods  to  jP.,  as  a 
yearly  tenant: — Held,  first,  that  the 
goods  were,  notwithstanding  the  set- 
tlement, the  property  of  iV.,  and  might 
be  seized  under  a  fi,  fa.  against  him ; 
but,  secondly,  that  they  could  not  be 
seized  for  his  debt  during  the  conti- 
nuance of  the  demise  to  F.     Izod  v. 
Lamb,  S^ 

EXECUTORS   AND   ADMINIS- 
TRATORS. 

See  Legacy  Duty. 
Probate  Duty. 

A.  agrees  to  do  ceruin  work,  and 
dies  before  the  work  is  begun:  the 
executors  of  A.  do  the  work,  using 
the  materials  of  A.:— Held,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  the  executors,  in  their  repre- 
sentative character,  for  work  and  la- 
bour done,  and  materials  found,  that 
the  executors  might  recover  the  value 


of  the  materials ;  and  semblet  that  they 
might  also  recover  for  the  work  and 
labour  tu  executors  of  A.  Marshall 
V.  Broadhurst,  403 

EXTENT. 

I.  In  Chief. 

An  agent  of  a  fire  insurance  com* 
pany,  who  has  received  premiums  and 
duties  for  the  office  to  whom  be  has 
given  security,  is  liable  to  a  writ  of 
immediate  extent  for  the  duties.  Rex 
V.  Wrangham,  408 

II.  In  Aid. 

Upon  a  scire  facias  upon  a  re« 
cognizance  entered  into  to  abide  an 
award  respecting  matters  in  difference 
upon  an  extent  in  aid: — Held^  that  the 
defendant  having  succeeded  upon  de- 
murrer, was  not  entitled  to  coats. 
Rex  V.  Bingham,  379 

III.  Proceedings  under. 

1.  A  Sheriff  cannot  retain  against 
the  Crown  a  sum  of  money  deposited 
by  an  agent  of  the  Crown,  to  cover 
the  expenses  of  a  sale  by  auction  of 
property  seized  under  an  extent,  and 
sold  under  a  venditioni  exponas.  The 
King  V.  Jones,  140 

2,  A  sale  under  an  extent  is  not 
vitiated  as  against  a  purchaser  by  the 
agent  of  the  Crown  making  a  bond 
fide  bid  for  himself.     Rex  v.  Marsh, 

406 

FACTOR. 
See  Principal  and  Agent. 

FEES  OF  COURT. 

See  Reouue  Generalss,  viii. 

FIERI  FACIAS. 
See  ExEcunoN. 


GRANT. 


HEIR  AND  ANCESTOR.  613 


FINE. 

A,^  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  B,^ 
his  wife,  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  ^.  by  A.  to  be 
begotten :  C,  the  issue  of^.  and  jS.,  in 
their  lifetime,  levies  a  fine  come  ceo^  ^c, 
without  proclamations,  but  containing 
a  clause  of  warranty :  (7.  survives  A, 
and  B,^  and  dies,  leaving  issue  D. ; — 
Heldy  that  the  right  of  entry  of  D.  was 
taken  away  by  the  effect  of  the  war- 
ranty.    Doe  d.  Thomas  w.JoneSj  52S 


FREIGHT. 
See  Charter-Party. 

FRAUD. 

See  EviDENCfi,  1 1 . 

FURNISHED  LODGINGS. 

See  Landlord  &  Tenant,  1. 
Statute  of  Frauds,  1, 2. 

GLASS. 

Where  a  maker  of  glass,  before 
the  termination  of  a  journey,  unladed, 
under  notice,  the  materials  remaining 
in  a  pot,  ftert  of  which  he  had  work- 
ed out,  and  put  those  materials  with 
others  into  an  overtaker,  which  was 
gauged,  and  the  duties  charged  and 
paid  thereon : — Heldy  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  a  deduction  from  the  duties 
payable  upon  the  gauge  of  the  entire 
journey,  in  respect  of  the  materials 
so  laded  out,  having  paid  the  duty  in 
respect  of  those  materials  on  the  guage 
of  the  overtaken  Attorney-Gene' 
ral  V.  Bell,  237 

GRANT. 

See  Evidence,  4. 

1.  A  grant  of  a  fair  or  market,  with 
an  express  grant  of  toll,  passes  rea- 


sonable toll,  though  no  amount  of  toll 
be  specified.  The  Corporation  of 
Stamford  v.  Pawlett,  57 

2.  The  grant  of  a  fair  or  market 
"  cum  omnibus  tolnetis,  et  allis  pro- 
ficuis  predictis  ferxis  sive  nundinis  per-- 
tinentibtis  et  spectantibus"  passes  a 
reasonable  toll  to  the  grantee,  though 
the  amount  of  toll  be  not  specified. 
Pawlett  V.  The  Corporation  of  Stam^ 
ford,  (in  error),  400 

GUARANTIE. 

A  guarantie  in  the  following  form 
— "  R.R.f  plaintiff,  and  /.  A.,  defend* 
ant :  We,  the  undersigned,  jointly  and 
severally  undertake  and  agree  to  pay 
G,  C,  C,  gent.,  the  debt  and  full  costs 
in  this  action,  provided  on  or  before 
the  1st  day  of  •/an.  1831,  a  sum  of 
11/.  \0s,  3d.  be  not  paid  to  him  the 
said  G.  C,  C  at  his  office,  as  the  at- 
torney for  the  plaintiffs;  dated  this 
6th  day  o£  Nov.  1830,"  and  contain- 
ing in  the  margin  the  following  letters 
and  figures: — **  Debt  6/.  lis.  lie/., 
costs  4/.  I  Si*  4d.;  11/.  lOs.  3d"  does 
not  shew  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
take  it  out  of  the  4th  section  of  the 
statute  of  frauds;  and  consequently  no 
action  can  be  maintained  thereon. 
Cole  V.Dyer,  461 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

Where  a  defendant  is  in  custody 
in  the  county  of  /^.,  upon  an  attach- 
ment issuing  out  of  this  Court,  he  may 
be  removed  to  the  county  of  B.  to 
take  his  trial  upon  an  indictment 
found  in  the  latter  county.  Re  Wet- 
ton,  459 

HANDWRITING. 

See  Comparison  of  Handwriting. 

HEIR  AND  ANCESTOR. 

To  debt  against  heirs  on  the  bond 
tt2 
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INSURANCE. 


LEGACY  DUTY. 


of  their  ancestor,  the  defendants  plead- 
ed non  est  factum^  per  fraudem,  and 
riens  per  descent;  and  the  plaintiff 
replied,  that,  after  the  death,  &c.,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
the  defendants  had  lands,  &c.,  by  de- 
scent, &c. : — Heldf  that  this  was  a 
replication  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  fF.  <^ 
M.  c.  14,  8. 6,  and  that  the  Jury,  hav- 
ing found  that  lands  descended,  ought 
to  have  assessed  the  value  of  those 
lands.  Qiuere,  whether  the  statute 
S  &  4  W.  ^  M.  c.  li,  applies  to  all 
lands  by  descent,  or  to  such  only  as 
are  aliened  before  action  brought. 
Brown  v.  Shuker^  583 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

See  Marriaqb  Sbttuhent. 

IMPARLANCE. 

See  REGULiE  Geme rales,  ix. 

INFORMATION. 

See  Appxarancs,  2. 
Practice,  xviii.  1. 

INDEMNITY  BOND. 
See  Covenant,  iii. 

INNUENDO. 

See  Slander. 

INSURANCE. 

See  Annuitt. 

Policy  of  Insurance. 

JOINDER    OF    DEFENDANTS 
IN  ONE  WRIT. 

See  Rboulje  Generales,  xvi. 


JUDGMENT  AS  IN   CASE  OF 
A  NONSUIT. 

1.  In  a  country  came,  where  issue 
is  joined  in  Miekaeimai  Term,  and 
the  plaintiff  does  not  proceed  to  tnal 
at  the  Assizes  afler  Hilary  Term,  the 
defendant  may,  in  Easter  Term,  move 
for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 
Crowley  v.  Dean,  18 

See  Spiers  v.  Parker^  Ibid.  n. 

2.  Where  issue  is  joined  in  an  is- 
suable term  in  a  country  cause,  and 
no  notice  of  trial  is  given  for  the  en- 
suing assizes,  the  defendant  cannot 
move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit,  until  the  term  next  after  the 
second  assizes.  Simons  v.  Folkcn- 
ham,  513 

JUSTICE. 
See  Maoistratb. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  Covenant,  i.  li. 
Distress. 

1 .  A  tenant  who  agrees  to  take  fur- 
nished lodgings,  but  does  not  enter,  is 
not  liable  in  an  action  for  use  and  oc- 
cupation.    Edge  V.  Strafford,      391 

^.  Covenant  against  A,  and  B.  on 
a  covenant  supposed  to  be  implied  as 
incident  to  a  demise  by  lease.  On 
production  of  the  lease,  it  appeared, 
that,  in  point  of  law,  A,  only  demised, 
and  that^ff.,  who  had  an  equitable  in- 
terest merely,  confirmed: — Held,  that 
the  action  was  not  maintainable  against 
A,  and  B.   Smith  v.  PocklingUm,  445 

LEASE. 

See  Covenant,  I.  ii* 

Statute  of  Fraum,  1, 2. 

LEGACY  DUTY. 

1.  American,  Austrian,  French,  and 
Russian  stock,  the  property  of  a  tea- 
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tator  domiciled  in  this  country,  is  lia- 
ble to  legacy  duty.  /n.  re  Emin,  151 
2.  The  rule  for  an  attachment,  for 
not  accounting  to  the  legacy  office,  is 
a  rule  nut,  which  makes  itself  abso- 
lute by  a  certain  day,  unless  in  the 
meantime  cause  be  shewn.  In  the 
Matter  of  the  Estate  of  Vivian,    409 


MACHINERY. 
See  Distress. 

MAGISTRATE. 

1.  A  notice  of  action  against  a  ma- 
gistrate, under  24  Geo*  2,  c.  44,  is 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  writ,  and  pro- 
ceedings against  the  magistrate  and  a 
constable  jointly.     Jonet  v.  Simpson, 

174 

2.  Where  notice  was  given  to  the 
magistrate,  as  above,  and  the  plaintiff, 
after  the  expiration  of  a  month,  sued 
out  a  writ  against  the  magistrate  alone, 
and  afterwards  abandoned  that  writ, 
and  sued  out  another  against  the  ma- 
gistrate and  constable  jointly : — Held, 
that  the  notice  *was  sufficient  to  war- 
rant the  second  writ,  and  proceedings 
thereupon.  Ibid. 


MARINER. 
See  Master  &  Seaman. 

MARRIAGE  SETTLEMENT. 

A^.,  in  a  marriage  settlement,  re- 
citing that  /.,  bis  intended  wife,  was 
possessed  of  certain  goods,  and  that  it 
had  been  agreed,  that  in  case  she  sur- 
vived him  she  should  have  the  goods 
and  such  articles  as  might  be  bought 
in  lieu  thereof,  for  her  own  use,  and 
in  case  she  should  die  before  him,  that 
she  might  dispose  of  the  goods,  cove- 
nanted with  trustees  that  he  would  not 
dispose  of  the  goods  without  the  con- 


sent of/.,  that  he  would  purchase  new 
articles  in  lieu  of  those  which  might 
be  worn  out  or  disposed  of,  that  if 
she  survived  him  she  should  have  the 
goods  for  her  own  use,  and  if  he  sur- 
vived her  she  should  dispose  of  them, 
subject  to  his  life-interest.  No  as- 
signment of  the  goods  was  made  to 
the  trustees.  N.  and  /.  separated 
afler  their  marriage,  and  /.  demised 
the  goods  to  F.,  as  a  yearly  tenant: — 
Held,  first,  that  the  goods  were,  not- 
withstanding the  settlement,  the  pro- 
perty  of  N,,  and  might  be  seized  un- 
der Kfi.fa.  against  him ;  but,  secondly, 
that  they  could  not  be  seized  for  his 
debt  during  the  continuance  of  tlie 
demise  to  F.     Ixod  v.  Lamb.        35 


MASTER  AND  SEAMAN. 

Where  C,  a  mariner  on  board  an 
East  Indiaman,  at  anchor  in  the 
bay  of  Canton,  within  two  miles  of 
macao,  and  within  hail  of  several 
other  vessels,  having  been  guilty  of 
disorderly  conduct  in  the  absence  of 
the  captain,  was,  upon  the  captain's 
return  to  the  ship,  four  days  after- 
wards, ordered  to  be  flogged,  upon 
which  L;  a  mariner  on  board  the 
same  ship,  resisted  the  execution  of 
the  captain's  orders,  and  was  guilty 
of  riotous  and  mutinous  conduct,  for 
which  by  command  of  the  captain  he 
was  flogged: — Held,  that  the  captain 
was  justified  in  flogging  Z.,  and  that 
the  authority  of  the  captain  of  a  ves- 
sel to  inflict  moderate  punishment  is 
not  confined  to  a  case  where  the  ves- 
sel is  at  sea  beyond  the  reach  of  as- 
sistance; and  that  such  punishment 
need  not'  be  inflicted  immediately  up- 
on the  act  being  done  for  which  the 
punishment  is  inflicted.  Lamh  v.  ^ttr« 
nett,  ^91 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 
Where  a  trader  harbours  and  con- 
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NEW  TRIAL. 


NOTICE. 


ceals  smuggled  goods,  he  ia  liable 
in  pendties  for  the  illegal  act  of  a  ser- 
vant, done  in  the  conduct  of  the  busi- 
ness, with  a  view  to  protect  the  smug- 
gled goods,  though  the  master  be  ab- 
sent at  the  time,  and  the  act  be  done 
by  the  servant  upon  the  exigency  of 
the  occasion,  when  the  goods  are  dis- 
covered. Attorney 'General  v.  Sid- 
don,  220 

MEMORANDA. 

See  Promotions. 

"Reqvlje  Generales, 

MESNE  PROFITS. 
See  Costs,  iv. 

MISNOMER. 
See  Variance. 

MONEY. 

I.  Lent. 

See  Action,  3, 

Regul£  Generales,  xiv. 

II.  Had  and  received. 

See  Action,  2. 

REOuLiE  Generales,  xiv. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

I.   When  to  be  moved. 

Where  a  cause  is  tried  at  the  sittings 
in  Term,  a  motion  may  be  made  for 
a  new  trial,  at  any  time  within  four 
days  after  the  return  of  the  distringas, 
although  more  than  four  days  have 
elapsed  since  the  trial.  Mason  v. 
Clarke,  411 

II.   When  granted. 
.  U.pon  an  application  by  a  defend- 


ant for  a  new  trial,  the  Court  will  re- 
fuse it  if  there  be  an  essential  defect 
in  the  defendant's  evidence,  although 
no  objection  was  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff at  the  trial  upon  that  point.  Da* 
vies  v.  Morgan,  5S7 

III.  After  Death  of  Party. 

Where  the  plaintiff  has  died  after 
verdict,  the  Court  may  grant  a  new 
trial  on  the  application  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  would,  in  such  case,  impone 
terms  on  him  to  prevent  his  taking 
advantage  of  the  plaintiff's  death. 
Griffith  V.  Williams,  47 

IV.  Costs  of. 

By  the  practice  of  this  Court,  where 
a  new  trial  is  granted,  the  party  who 
succeeds  upon  both  trials  is  entitled 
to  the  costs  of  both  trials,  if  the  rule 
for  the  new  trial  is  silent  upon  tlie 
subject  of  costs.  Loader^  fui  tarn,  ▼. 
Thomas,  54 

NOTICE. 

I.  Of  Action. 

1.  A  notice  of  action  against  a  ma- 
gistrate, under  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  is 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  writ,  and  pro- 
ceedings against  the  magistrate  and  a 
constable  jointly.     Jones  v.  Simpson, 

174 

2.  Where  notice  was  given  to  the 
magistrate,  as  above,  and  the  plaintiff, 
after  the  expiration  of  a  month,  sued 
out  a  writ  against  the  magistrate  alone, 
and  afterwards  abandoned  that  writ, 
and  sued  out  another  against  the  ma- 
gistrate and  constable  jointly : — Held, 
that  the  notice  was  sufficient  to  war- 
rant the  second  writ,  and  proceedings 
thereupon.  Ibtd. 

II.  Of  Trial. 

See  RBouLiE  Generales,  xx. 


PARTNERS. 


PENALTIES. 
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HI.  Of  Dishonour  of  Bill. 
SeeBiiAA  &  Notes,  5, 

IV.  Service  of. 
See  RfiouLiE  Generales,  xix. 

NON  EST  FACTUM. 
See  Evidence,  11. 

NONSUIT. 
See  Judgment  as  in  case  of  a  Non* 

SUIT. 

Where  that  which  is  laid  as  the  cause 
of  action  in  the  declaration  is  proved 
at  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  non- 
suited, upon  the  ground  that  the  facts 
charged  do  not  disclose  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion.    Lumby  v.  Allday,  301 

OFFICE  HOURS. 
See  Reoulje  Generales,  xi. 

OFFICERS  OF  COURT. 

See  Reouue  Generales,  xii. 

OUTLAWRY. 

Where,  to  a  special  capias  utlaga- 
tum,  the  Sheriff  returns  an  inquisi- 
tion finding  that  the  defendant  has 
iienefices  but  no  lay  fee,  this  Court 
will  award  a  writ  of  sequestration  up- 
on reading  the  transcript  of  the  out- 
lawry and  inquisition.  The  King  v. 
Hind,  i589 

PARTNERS. 

Liability  of, 

1.  Where  a  partnership  firm  is 
pledged  by  the  acceptance  of  a  bill 
of  exchange  by  one  partner  in  the 
name  of  the  firm,  the  partnership,  of 
whomsoever  it  may  consist^  whether 


they  are  named  or  not,  and  whether 
the  partners  are  known  or  secret  part- 
ners, will  be  bound,  unless  the  title  of 
the  person  who  seeks  to  charge  them 
can  be  impeached.  Wintle  v.  Crow^ 
ther,  SI  6 

2.  Where  a  bill,  accepted  in  a  part- 
nership firm,  is  applied,  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  party  who  takes  the 
bill,  in  part  only  to  the  separate  use 
of  the  partner  who  actually  accepts  it, 
a  secret  partner,  not  known  to  the 
party  who  takes  the  bill,  is  liable  in 
respect  of  so  much  of  the  amount  as 
is  not  to  the  knowledge  of  the  taker 
applied  to  the  separate  use  of  the  part* 
ner  who  accepts  the  bill.  Ibid* 

3.  Where  A.^B.,  and  C,  not  being 
general  partners,  entered  into  a  joint 
speculation,  and  each  was  to  contri- 
bute a  third : — Held,  that  A.,  who 
had  paid  his  share,  was  not  liable  to 
the  bankers  of  B,,  for  monies  advanc- 
ed by  such  bankers  on  the  individual 
credit  of  B,,  without  the  knowledge  of 
A,,  though  such  monies  were  applied 
in  payment  of  bills  drawn  upon  B,  in 
the  course  of  the  joint  speculation. 
Smith  V.  Craven,  500 


PENAL  ACTION. 

See  Costs,  ii.  2. 


PENALTIES. 

See  Bill  of  Sight. 

Master  8c  Servant. 


PETITIONING   CREDITOR'S 
DEBT. 

1.  Where  a  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  is  proved  by  the  depositions  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  6  Geo,  4,  c. 
16,  s.  92,  it  is  not  competent  for  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  such  petition- 
ing creditor's  debt  was  a  fraudulent 
contrivance  between  the  bankrupt  and 
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PLEADING. 


PLEADING. 


the  petitioning  creditor.     Young  v.  | 
TimminSf  148 

£•  Where,  in  an  action  by  the  a8« 
siffnee  of  a  bankrupt,  it  appeared  that 
a  pill  drawn  and  indorsed  by  the  pe- 
titioning creditor,  and  accepted  by  the 
bankrupt,  had  been  prodaoed  at  the 
opening  of  the  commission,  and  had 
been  then  examined  by  the  commis* 
fiioners,  and  had  afterwards  been  lost^ 
and,  though  search  had  been  made, 
could  not  be  found  or  produced  at  the 
trial : — Held^  that  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditor's debt  was  proved  by  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  such  bill.  Pooley 
V.  Millard,  41 1 


PLEADING. 

I.  In  Abatement, 

See  Practice,  i. 

II.  Forms, 
See  RcouL^  Generalbs,  xiv, 

111.  As»ttmpsit, 

See  Action,  3. 

A  declaration  stated,  that,  in  con- 
sideration tliiit  the  plaintiff  fpoi^rf  de- 
mise to  tlie  defendant  furnished  lodg^ 
ings  for  a  certain  term,  to  wit,  two 
years,  the  defendant  promised,  &c., 
and  alleged,  by  way  of  performance, 
that  the  defendant  did  demise,  &c., 
for  the  said  term  of  two  years;  the 
evidence  was,  that  the  defendant 
agreed  to  take  the  lodgings  for  two  or 
three  years: — Held,  that  the  consi- 
deration for  the  promise  was  not  truly 
stated,  and  that  the  allegation  of  per- 
formance rendered  the  term  stated  ma- 
terial, notwithstanding  it  was  laid  un- 
der a  videlicet  in  setting  forth  the 
consideration.  A  liter  on  a  count  on 
a  consideration  executed.  Edge  v. 
Strafford f  391 


IV.  DfiiL 

See  HitE  &  Aircmoft. 

A  declaration  in  debt  demanded 
60L,  and  contained  six  counts  for  lOL 
each ;  and  the  defendant  pleaded  thai 
he  did  not  owe  tlie  said  sum  of  lOL 
above  demanded.  The  plaintiff'treat- 
ed  this  plea  as  a  nullity,  and  signed 
judgment.  The  Court  set  the  judg- 
ment aside.     Risdale  y.  KeUy,    410 

V.  Detinue. 

To  a  count  in  detinue,  on  the  bail- 
ment of  a  promissory  note  to  be  re- 
delivered on  request,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  had  deposit- 
ed the  note  with  him,  to  be  kept  as  a 
pledge  and  security  for  the  repay- 
ment of  a  loan  of  50/.;  the  plaintiff 
replied  a  tender  of  the  50/. : — HeU 
on  special  demurrer,  that  the  replica- 
tion was  good,  and  no  departure. 
Gledstane  v.  Hewitt^  565 

VI.  Case. 

See  Slander. 

Declaration  alleged,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  possessed  of  a  messuage,  &c., 
belonging  to  and  supporting  which 
there  were  certain  foundations,  which 
the  plaintiff  had  enjoyed,  &c.,  and 
ought,  &c.,  to  enjoy.  On  evidence, 
it  appeared,  that  the  plaintiff  was  on- 
ly entitled  to  an  easement  in  the  foun- 
dations which  belonged  to  the  defend- 
ant : — Heldf  no  variance.  Brown  v. 
Windsor,  20 

VII.  Trespass. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  qmare  cUm^ 
sum/regiif  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
A.  C.  was  seised  in  fee,  and,  beiii^  so 
seised,  granted  a  right  of  way  by  doo-> 
existing  grant*  The  plaintiff  replied, 
traversing  the  grant: — Heldf  that,  on 
these  pleadings,  it  was  not  competeal 
for  the  plaintiff  fo  give  evidence  to 
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PRACTICE. 
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ahew  that  A,  C  was  not  seised  in  fee, 
for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  grant*  Cowlishaw  ▼• 
Cheslyn^  48 

VIII.  Information, 

An  information  for  harbouring 
goods,  liable  to  the  payment  of  duty^ 
18  not  supported  by  evidence  of  har- 
bouring goods,  which,  by  reason  of 
the  packages  in  which  the  goods  are 
imported,  are  prohibiied.  Attorney^ 
General  y,  Key^  159 

IX«  Non  eH  factwn. 

YHiere  a  party  who  executes  a  bond 
is  at  the  time  competent  to  execute  it, 
he  cannot,  under  the  plea  of  non  est 
factum,  shew'  that  he  was  misled  as  to 
the  legal  effect  of  the  bond*  Edwards  ' 
V.  Brown,  307 

X.  Statute  of  Limitations. 

The  statute  of  limitations  must  be 
replied  specially  to  a  plea  of  set-off, 
and  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  un- 
der the  general  replication  of  nt/  debet. 
Chappie  y.  Durston,  1 

XI.  Variance. 
See  Varianck. 


POLICY  OF  TRADE. 
See  Trade. 

POLICY  OF  INSURANCE. 

See  Akkdity. 

A  poNcy  of  insurance  was  effected 
oiT  goods  by  four  specified  ships,  all 
or  any  of  them,  at  and  from  SincO" 
pore,  Penang,  Malacca,  and  Batavia, 
all  or  any,  to  the  ships'  port  or  ports 
of  discharge  in  Great  Britain,  or  to 
any  port  or  ports  in  the  United  Ne- 
therlands, or  to  Allona  at  Hamburg, 


with  leave  to  touch,  stay,  and  trade  at 
all  or  any  ports  or  places  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever  in  the  East  Indies^ 
Persia,  or  elsewhere,  as  well  beyond 
as  at  and  on  this  side  of  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  in  port  or  at  sea,  at  aiu 
times  and  in  all  places,  and  until  safe- 
ly arrived,  &c.,  and  with  leave  for  the 
ship  in  that  voyage  to  proceed  and 
sail  to  and  touch  and  stay  at  any  ports 
or  places  whatsoever  and  whereso« 
ever,  in  any  direction  and  for  any  pur- 
pose, necessary  or  otherwise,  particu- 
larly S.,  P.,  M.,  B.,  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope,  and  St.  Helena,  with  leave  to 
take  on  board,  discharge,  reload,  or 
exchange  goods  or  passengers,  with** 
out  being  deemed  any  deviation  from, 
and  without  prejudice  to,  the  assur- 
ance.    The  vessel,  on  goods  by  which 
the  interest  was  afterwards  declared 
to  be,  took  on  board  part  of  her  car- 
go at  Batavia,  and  proceeded  to  SoU" 
rabaya,  four  hundred  miles  to  the 
eastward  of^ff.,  and  out  of  the  course 
of  her  voyage  to  Europe,  and  out  of 
her  course  to  any  of  the  places  named 
in  the  policy.     At  iS*.  she  completed 
her  cargo,  sailed  back  to  i^.,  and  thence 
sailed  on  her  voyage  to  a  port  in  Eu' 
rope,  within  the  policy: — Held,  that 
the  voyage  to  S.  was  a  voyage  within 
the  policy,  that  it  was  no  deviation, 
and  that  S.  was  a  loading  port  within 
the  policy.     Leathly  y.  Hunter,   423 


POPE  NICHOLAS'  TAXATION. 
See  EviDBNcs,  10. 


PRACTICE. 

I.  Abatement,  PleoM  m. 

An  aflSdavit  verifying  a  plea  in 
abatement,  which  refers  to  the  declar- 
ation, must  be  sworn  after  the  declar- 
ation is  delivered,  and  if  it  be  sworn 
before  the  declaration  b  delivered,  the 


ezo 
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plaintiff  may  treat  the  plea  as  a  nulli- 
ty, and  sign  judgment.  Bower  v. 
Kemp,  287 

IL  Affidavit. 
See  Affidavit. 

III.  Amendment, 
See  Amendment. 


IV.  Appearance. 

See  Reoula  Generales,  i. 

1.  If  the  defendant  do  not  justify 
his  bail  in  due  time,  and  comperuU  ad 
diem  is  pleaded  to  a  declaration  on 
the  bail  bond,  the  Court  will  order  the 
appearance  of  the  defendant  to  be  re- 
corded as  of  the  day  on  which  the  bail 
justified.     Ladd  v.  Arnaboldi,        97 

2,  The  appearance  of  a  defendant 
in  person  in  Court  to  a  subposna  at 
the  suit  of  the  Attorney-General,  may 
be  recorded  in  Court,  without  the  in- 
tervention of  a  clerk  in  court.  At^ 
torney-General  v.  Carpenter,        289 


V.  Arrest, 

See  Reoola  Gsnebales,  xxi. 

A,  arrested  B,,  and  died ;  the  ex- 
ecutors of  A,  again  arrested  B.  for 
the  same  cause  of  action: — Held,  that 
the  second  proceeding  was  not  vexa- 
lious,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not 
entitled  to  be  discharged  out  of  cus- 
tody on  entering  a  common  appear- 
ance.    Mellin  v.  Evans,  83 


VI.  Attachment. 

See  ReguljE  Generales,  xxi. 

1.  To  support  an  attachment  for 
the  non-performance  of  an  award  on 
demand  made  by  a  third  person  who 
acts  under  a  power  of  attorney,  the 


execution  of  the  power  of  attorney 
must  be  shewn  by  the  subscribing  wit- 
ness, and  a  copy  of  the  power  of  at- 
torney must  be  left  with  the  party 
upon  whom  the  demand  b  made. 
Laugher  v.  Laugher,  398 

2.  The  rule  for  an  attachment,  for 
not  accounting  to  the  legacy  office,  is 
a  rule  nisi,  which  niakes  itself  absolute 
by  a  certain  day,  unless  in  the  mean- 
time cause  be  shewn.  In  the  matter 
of  the  Estate  of  Fivian,  409 


VII.  Attorney, 
See  Attorney. 


VIII.  Bail, 

See  Reouije  Generales,  iii.  xxi. 

1 .  By  ruling  the  Sheriff*  to  bring  in 
the  body  before  the  time  for  justify- 
ing bail  has  expired,  the  plaintiflTdoes 
not  enlarge  the  time  for  justifying  bail 
until  the  expiration  of  the  body  rule, 
if,  at  the  period  when,  independently 
of  the  body  rule,  the  time  for  justifi- 
cation expires,  he  take  an  assignment 
of  the  bail  bond ;  for,  by  so  doing,  he 
waives  the  body  rule.  Bolland,  B., 
dissentiente.     Ladd  v.  Arnaboldi,  97 

ButseeVi.U.li.  281 

2.  Where  persons  who  are  shewn 
to  be  bail  in  other  actions,  justify  as 
bail  by  affidavit,  they  must  swear  that 
they  are  worth  the  sum  required  be- 
yond what  will  satisfy  their  debts  and 
their  other  engagements.  Hensham 
V.  Woolwrich,  150 

S,  After  one  successful  opposition 
of  bail,  51.  must  be  deposited  with  the 
Master,  to  cover  the  costs,  before  the 
bail  can  justify.     Smith  v.  Cooper^ 

460 

4.  Bail  who  live  within  ten  miles  of 
the  citv  of  London  or  Westminster^ 
must  justify  in  person,  and  not  by  af- 
fidavit.    Anonymous,  516 
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IX.  Co$U. 
See  Costs. 

X.  Declaring, 
See  Decla  RATION. 

Xr.  Demurrer, 
See  Reoulje  Generales,  vi. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  demurs  for 
delay,  and  there  is  not  a  sufficient 
number  of  days  in  the  term  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  conform  to  the  usual 
practice  in  cases  of  demurrer,  the 
Court  will  allow  a  concilium  moved 
for  on  the  last  day  but  two  of  the 
term,  to  be  drawn  up  for  the  last  day 
of  term,  although  no  rule  be  given  to 
bring  in  the  paper  books,  and  no  pa- 
per books  be  in  fact  delivered.  Coo- 
per y.Hawkes^  219 

2.  Before  the  plaintiff  can  move  for 
judgment  upon  demurrer,  the  demur- 
rer books  must  be  delivered  to  all  the 
Barons,  and  if  the  defendant  do  not 
deliver  his  books,  the  plaintiff  must 
deliver  them  on  his  behalf.  Commelin 
V.  Thompson^  461 

XII.  Distringas. 
See  Distringas. 

XIII.  Ejectment, 

See  Regui^  Generales,  vii. 

.  1.  A  notice  at  the  foot  of  a  declar- 
ation in  ejectment,  served  before  term, 
which  omits  to  state  the  term  in  which 
the  tenant  is  to  appear,  is  sufficient. 
Doe  V.  Boe,  S30 

2.  Where  a  declaration  in  eject- 
ment was  served  on  the  essoign  day 
by  mistake,  the  Court  directed  the 
rule  for  judgment  to  be  served  on  the 
tenants  in  possession,  and  granted  the 
rule  for  judgment  against  the  casual 
ejector  absolute,  unless  cause  was 
shewn  in  five  days  after  such  service. 
Doe  d.  Brent  v.  Roe,  483 


XIV.  Extents 
See  Extbnt. 

XV.  Judgment  as  in  Case  of  Nonsuit. 

1.  In  a  country  cause,  where  issue 
is  joined  in  Michaelmas  Term,  and 
the  plaintiff  does  not  proceed  to  trial 
at  the  Assizes  afler  Hilary  Term,  the 
defendant  may,  in  Easter  letm,  move 
for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 
Crowley  v.  Dean^  18 

See  Spiers  v.  Parker^  Ibid,  n. 

2,  Where  issue  is  joined  in  an  issu- 
able term  in  a  country  cause,  and  no 
notice  of  trial  is  given  for  the  ensuing 
Assizes,  the  defendant  cannot  move 
for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 
untU  the  t^rm  next  afler  the  second 
Assizes.     Simons  v.  Folkenham^  513 

XVI.  New  Trial. 

\.  Where  the  plaintiff  has  died  af- 
ter verdict,  the  Court  may  grant  a 
new  trial  on  the  application  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  wouldi  in  such  case,  im- 
pose terms  on  him  to  prevent  his  tak<» 
ing  advantage  of  the  plaintiff's  death. 
Griph  V.  WiUiams,  47 

2.  By  the  practice  of  this  Court, 
where  a  new  trial  is  granted,  the  par* 
ty  who  succeeds  upon  both  trials  is 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  both  trials,  if 
the  rule  for  the  new  trial  is  silent  up- 
on the  subject  of  costs.  Loader^  qui 
tarn,  V.  Thomas^  54 

3.  Where  a  cause  is  tried  at  the 
sittings  in  term,  a  motion  may  be 
made  for  a  new  trial,  at  any  time  with- 
in four  days  after  the  return  of  the 
distringas,  although  more  than  four 
days  have  elapsed  since  the  trial.-  Ma^ 
son  V.  Clarke,  411 

4.  Upon  an  application  by  a  de- 
fendant for  a  new  trial,  the  Court  will 
refuse  it  if  there  be  an  essential  defect 
in  the  defendant's  evidence,  although 
no  objection  was  made  by  the  plaintiff 
at  the  trial  upon  that  point.  Davies 
V.  Morgan,  587 
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XVII.  Noike  of  Trial. 
See  Reouub  Geksrales,  xx« 

XVIII.  PUaimg. 

1.  A  defendant  to  an  mformatioo 
may  plead  in  person  in  Court.  At' 
tarnet/'General  v.  Carpenter^       409 

2.  A  declaration  in  debt  demanded 
60^.,  and  contained  six  counts  for  1 OL 
each;  and  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
he  did  not  owe  the  said  sum  of  lOf. 
above  demanded.  The  plaintiff  treat- 
ed this  plea  as  a  nullity,  and  signed 
judgment.  Tlie  Court  set  the  judg- 
ment aside.     Risdale  v.  Kelly,    410 

XIX.  Priioner. 
See  P&isoHBR. 

XX.  Process. 
See  PaocBSs. 

XXL  Removal  of  Causes. 

See  Wales. 

An  action  of  debt,  for  the  penalty 
of  50/.,  (givo^  by  the  statute  32  Geo. 
2,  cf^f  tat  carrying  a  priaon^  to 
gaol,  on  an  arrcat  within  tweniy-four 
hours),  against  a  revenue  officer,  act- 
ing under  a  warrant  granted  to  him  by 
the  Sheriff,  by  the  directions  of  the 
■oltcitor  of  Exdae,  pursuant  to  the 
statute  7  &  8  Oeo,  4,  c.  53,  s.  95,  and 
founded  upon  an  attacbinent  for  not 
appearing  to  an  information  filed  in 
this  Court  for  maaaa^iogy  may  be  re- 
moved from  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  into  the  office  of  pleas  of  this 
Court.     Suidon  v.  East,  12 


XXII.  Special  Paper. 
When  taken. 


467 


XXIII.  Special  Verdict. 

The  Attorney-General  is  not  enti- 
tled, by  virtue  of  his  office,  to  turn  a 


special  case,  reserved  upon  an  inform- 
ation, into  a  special  verdict.  JUor' 
nejf'General  v.  Dtmomd^  371 

XXIV.  Fentre. 
See  DisTRiHOAS. 

XXV.  Fetme. 

1.  The  rule  to  change  the  eemie 
is,  in  this  Court,  a  rule  nisi,  which 
makes  itself  absolute,  unless  cause  be 
shewn  on  or  before  the  day  mention- 
ed in  the  rule;  and  affidavits  sworn 
after  that  day  cannot  be  used  to  shew 
cause.  The  f^entie  can  be  brought 
back  to  the  original  county  in  which 
it  was  laid,  only  upon  an  undertaking 
to  give  material  evidence  in  that  coun- 
ty.    Bagnall  v.  Shipkam,  377 

2.  The  venue  in  an  action  upon  an 
I.  O.  U.  may  be  changed,  upon  the 
usual  affidavit.     Rol^ts  v.  Wright, 

547 

XXVI.   WaUs. 
See  Wales. 

PRAECIPE. 
See  Reouijb  Gexbralbs,  xv. 

PREROGATIVE. 

See  Special  Verdict. 

An  action  of  debt,  for  the  pe- 
nalty of  50/.,  (given  by  the  statute 
St  Geo.  St,  c.  28,  for  carrying  a  pri- 
soner to  gaol,  on  an  arrest  within 
twenty-four  hours),  against  a  revenue 
officer,  acting  under  a  warrant  grant- 
ed to  him  by  the  Sheriff  by  the  direc- 
tions of  the  solicitor  of  Excise»  pur- 
suant to  the  Stat.  7  &  3  Geo.  4,  c.  33, 
s.  95,  and  founded  upon  an  attach- 
ment for  not  appearing  to  an  inform- 
ation filed  ia  diia  Contt  for  smug- 
gling, may  be  removed  from  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  into  the  office  of 
pleas  of  this  Court.     Siddon  v.  East, 

12 


PRIVILEGE. 


PROCHEIN  AMY.       62S 


PRESUMPTION. 

iSIee  Evidence,  4. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

See  Master  &  Servant. 
Stoppage  in  Transitu. 

Where  A,,  being  indebted  to  J?., 
gave  him  for  security  a  delivery  order 
for  goods  in  the  hands  of  a  wharfinger, 
which  the  wharfinger  accepted,  and 
aflerwards  A.t  being  indebted  to  C, 
gave  him  another  delivery  order  for 
the  same  goods,  which  was  taken  to 
the  wharfinger,  who  said  that  he  could 
not  transfer  the  goods,  as  he  held  them 
for  B,,  but  that  if  C.  could  get  B.'s 
order  he  would  transfer  them,  and 
promised  that  he  would  not  give  up 
the  goods  without  first  letting  C 
know;  and  afterwards  B.,  his  debt 
remaining  unsatisfied,  gave  a  delivery 
order  for  the  same  goods  to  A.f  who 
gave  notice  of  it  to  the  wharfinger: — 
Held^  that  C.  had  no  property  upon 
which  trover  could  be  maintained 
against  the  wharfinger.  MelUng  v. 
KelshaWf  184 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

See  Bond. 

Covenant,  iii. 

PRISONER. 

Where  a  defendant  is  in  custody 
in  the  county  of  ^.,  upon  an  attach- 
ment issuing  out  of  this  Court,  he  may 
be  removed  to  the  county  of  ^.,  to  take 
his  trial  upon  an  indictment  found  in 
the  latter  county.     RefVetton,    469 


PRIVILEGE. 

A  clerk  in  court  in  the  Exche^ 
giier,  suing,  with  a  person  not  entitled 
to  Exchequer  privilege,  by  capia$  of 
privilegCi  an  attorney  of  the  King's 


Benckf  does  not.  lose  his  privil^e. 

Elkins  v.  Harding,  845 

And  see  Burn  v.  Pa»more,  346,  n. 

PROBATE  DUTY. 

Probate  duty  is  not  payable  in  re- 
spect of  property  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try belonging  to  a  testator  dying  in 
this  country,  although  the  property 
be .  brought  into  and  administered  in 
this  country  by  the  executor.  At" 
iorney- General  v.  Dimond,  fiSQ 

PROCESS. 

See  Distringas. 

Regolje  Generales,  xvi.  xxi. 

1.  The  plaintiff,  having  sued  out  a 
quo  minus  against  one  defendant,  and 
a  venire  against  the  other,  and  sepa- 
rate appearances  having  been  entered, 
and  separate  rules  to  declare  given, 
declared  jointly  against  both  : — Held, 
that  the  declaration  was  regular.  Pitt 
V.  Wilks,  388 

2.  The  teste  of  a  writ,  if  irregular 
in  naming  a  late  Chief  Baron^  instead 
of  the  existing  Chief  Barcm,  may  be 
amended,  even  af^  a  role  to  set  it 
aside  upon  that  ground;  aad  upon  the 
amendment  being  made,  tbe  rule  will 
be  discharged.    fVaheling  v.  Watson, 

467 

3.  A  iuhpoena,  tested  the  9tii  Mesy, 
and  served  on  the  19th,  required  the 
defendant  to  appear  '*  on  Monday, 
the  1^1  St  day  of  March  inHisni:" — 
The  Court  refused  to  set  aside  the 
service.     Page  v,  Carew,  514 

4.  l*he  rule  of  Court,  which  re- 
quires the  day  of  the  month  and  year 
to  be  indorsed  on  the  process,  is  mere- 
ly directory;  and  the  Court  will  not 
set  aside  the  service  of  process,  be- 
cause there  is  no  such  indorsement 
upon  it.     Millar  v.  Bowden,        565 

PROCHEIN  AMY. 
See  Costs*  viii. 
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PROMOTIONS. 

120,  S?85,  286,  386,  597. 

RECITALS. 
See  Eyidencb,  1 9. 

RECOGNIZANCE. 

I.  Of  Bail. 
See  Reoul^  Generales,  iii. 

II.  Suhmi99um  hy. 

The  condition  of  a  recognizance 
to  abide  the  award  of  Z).  cannot  be 
varied  by  a  rule  of  Court  substituting 
Af,  for  D.     Rex  v.  Bingham^       245 

III.  Costs  in  Scire  Facias  on. 

1.  Upon  a  scire  facias  upon  a  re- 
cognizance entered  into  to  abide  an 
award  respecting  matters  in  difference 
upon  an  extent  in  aid: — Heldf  that 
the  defendant,  having  succeeded  upon 
demurrer,  was  not  entitled  to  costs. 
Rex  V.  Binghamt  379 


REGUL^  GENERALES. 

I.  Appearance. 

1 .  How  entered,  276. 

2.  Where  several  defendants,  275. 

II.  Aitorney. 

1.  How  appointed  to  sue  and  de- 
fend, 272. 

2.  To  enter  name,  &c.  in  book,  %77. 

III.  Bail. 

1.  Recognizance  to  be  entered  at 
office,  275. 

2.  Where  to  justify,  231,  385. 

.  AtthesittingoftheCourt, 467. 


I        3.  When  to  juscify,  469. 
After  body  rule,  281. 

4.  Time  to  inquire  of,  469. 

5.  Notice  of  Bail,  276,  470. 

6.  Affidavit  of  justification,  473. 

7.  Costs  of  opposing  and  justify- 
ing, 470. 

8.  Exception  to,  470. 

9.  Changing,  470. 

IV.  Costs. 
Notiee  of  taxation,  279,  472. 

V.  Declarations  de  bene  esse, 

1.  Must  be  filed,  277. 

When,  279,  472. 

2.  Pleading  to,  279. 

VI,  Demurrer  Books, 
When  to  be  delivered,  468. 

VII.  Ejectment. 
Declarations  in,  when  served,  472. 

VIII.  Fees  of  Court,  270/ 

IX.  Imparlance,  471. 
X.  Nonpros,  471. 

XI.  Office  Hwirs,  272. 
AlteredbyR.M.  T.  2  Wil,  4. 

XII.  Officers  of  Court. 
Their  duties,  272. 

XIII.  Particulars  of  Demand. 
When  and  how  delivered,  470,  471* 

XIV.  Pleading.. 
1.  Service  of  pleadings,  277. 
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REMOVAL  OF  CAUSES. 

2.  Time  for  pleading,  471. 

To  declarations  de  bene  e$te^ 
279. 
S.  Pleading  several  matters,  472. 
4.  Forms  of  pleadings,  474. 

On  bills  and  notes,  475 — 4S1. 

Common  counts,  481,  482. 

General  conclusion,  482. 

XV.  Prcectpe. 
In  what  cases,  274, 

XVI.  Process, 

1.  Indorsements  on,  274. 

2.  Joinder  of  defendants  in,  275. 

XVIL  Removal  of  Causes. 
See  Wales. 

XVIII.  Render. 

1.  Where  defendant  at  large,  279. 

2.  Where   defendant   in   custody, 
280. 

XIX.  Service  of  Rules ^  Orders^  ^c, 

1.  How  made,  277,  278. 

2.  When,  278. 

XX.  SHHngs. 

1.  In  genera],  281. 

2.  Adjourned,  386. 

Notice  of  trial  for,  S8Q, 

XXI.  Subpoena  <$•  Attachment,  469. 
Service  of  subpoena,  275. 

XXII.  Summonses,  ^7  \. 

REMOVAL  OF  CAUSES. 

See  Wales. 

An  action  of  debt,  for  the  penal- 
ty of  50/.,  (given  by  the  statute  82 


SCIRE  FACIAS. 
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Geo.  2,  c.  28,  for  carrying  a  prisoner 
to  gaol,  on  an  arrest  within  twenty- 
four  hours),  against  a  revenue  officer, 
acting  under  a  warrant  granted  to  him 
by  the  Sheriff  by  the  directions  of  the 
solicitor  of  Excise,  pursuant  to  the 
statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  58,  s.  95,  and 
founded  upon  an  attachment  for  not 
appearing  to  an  information  filed  in 
this  Court  for  smuggling,  may  be  re- 
moved from  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  into  the  office  of  pleas  of  this 
Court.     Siddon  v.  East,  12 


REMOVAL  OF  PRISONER. 
See  Prisoner. 

REQUESTS,  COURT  OF. 
See  Costs,  v. 

RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE. 
See  Trade. 

REVENUE. 

See  Auction  Duty. 
Bill  of  Sight. 
Extent. 
Glass. 

Legacy  Duty. 
Master  &  Servant. 
Pleading,  viii. 
Prerogative. 
Probate  Duty. 

RULE    TO    BRING    IN    THE 

BODY. 

See  Bail,  1. 

RULE  OF  COURT. 

See  RsQUL£  Generales. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 
See  Costs,  vi.^ 
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SLANDER. 


STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 


SEQUESTRATION. 
See  OuTLAw&T. 

SERVICE. 
See  Rbguljb  Gbkbrale«,  xix. 

SETTLEMENT. 
See  Marriage  Settlbmbnt. 

SHERIFF. 

See  COTBNAITT,  ill. 

Execution. 

A  Sheriff  cannot  retain  against  the 
Crown  a  sura  of  money  deposited  by 
an  agent  of  the  Crown,  to  cover  the 
expenses  of  a  sale  by  auction  of  pro- 
perty seized  under  an  extent,  and  sold 
under  a  venditioni  exponas.  Rex  v. 
Jonet^  1 40 

SHIP. 

See  Chartsr*Pabtt. 
Master  &  Seamak. 

SLANDER. 

1.  Where  a  count  for  slander,  after 
alleging  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  livery 
stable  keeper,  ana  was  about  to  prove 
a  debt  under  a  commission  of  bank- 
rupt, stated  that  the  defendant  spoke 
of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of 
and  concerning  the  matter  in  that 
count  mentioned,  and  of  and  concern* 
ing  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade,  these 
words — *'you  are  a  regular  prover 
under  bankruptby  (meaning  that  the 
plaintiff  fpa«  accustomed  to  f  rove  fic- 
titious debts  under  commissions  of 
bankrupt),  you  are  a  regular  bank- 
rupt maker:" — Heldy  that  the  count 
could  not  be  maintained ;  for  the  words 
were  not  actionable  as  spoken  of  the 
plaintiff  in  his  trade;  nor  were  the 
words  as  laid  actionable,  as  imputing 
a  crime  punishable  by  law,  because 


I 


the  innuendo  was  broader  thsn  tlie 
meaning  of  the  words,  which  were 
unexplained  by  prefatory  averment, 
and  did  not  of  themselves  necessarily 
import  a  crime.  Alexander  y.  An- 
gle,  lis 

2.  Words  to  be  actionable  as  spok- 
en of  a  man  in  his  oflScc  must  be 
spoken  of  him  in  reference  to  his  char- 
acter  or  conduct  in  such  office,  and 
must  impute  to  him  the  want  of  some 
qualification  for,  or  misconduct  in,  his 
office.     Lumby  v.  Allday,  901 

8.  Where,  therefore,  a  declaration 
stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  clerk  of  a 
gas  company,  and  that  the  defendant 
spoke  of  him  these  words :  '*  Yon  are 
a  fellow,  a  disgrace  to  the  town,  unfit 
to  hold  your  situation  for  your  con- 
duct with  whores,"  &c.: — Held,  that 
the  words  were  not  actionable.     IM, 


SPECIAL  PAPER. 
When  taken,  467. 

SPECIAL  VERDICT. 

The  Attorney-General  is  not  eoti- 
tied,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  to  turn  a 
special  case  reserved  upon  an  bform- 
ation  into  a  special  verdict.  Attot' 
ney 'General  v.  Dimond,  $7\ 

STATUTE. 

See  Heir  &  Ancestor. 
Pleading,  vii. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
See  Attormby,  L  ft. 

1 .  A  contract  to  let  furnished  k)dg- 
ings  is  a  contract  for  an  interest  hi 
land  within  the  fourth  section  of  the 
sutute  of  frauds.   Edge  v.  Sirafcrd, 

991 

2.  The  effect  of  the  first,  second, 
and  fourth  sections  of  the  statute  of 
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TOLL. 
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frauds,  as  far  as  they  apply  to  parol 
leases  not  exceeding  three  years,  is, 
that  the  leases  are  valid,  and  that 
whatever  remedy  can  be  had  upon 
them  in  their  character  of  leases  may 
be  resorted  to,  but  they  do  not  confer 
the  right  to  sue  the  lessee  for  damag- 
es for  not  taking  possession*  IbuL 
d.  A  guarantie  in  the  foUowingform 
— **  /2,  £.,  plaintiff,  and  /•  >/.,  defend- 
ant :  We,  the  undersigned,  jointly  and 
severally  undertake  and  agree  to  pay 
G.  C.  C,  gent.,  the  debt  and  full  costs 
in  this  action,  provided  on  or  before 
the  1st  day  of  Jixn.  18S1,  a  sum  of 
114  10«.  Sd.  be  not  paid  to  him  the 
said  O.  C  C  at  his  office,  as  the  at- 
torney for  the  plaintiffs.  Dated  this 
sixth  day  of  Nov.  1830,"  and  contain- 
ing in  the  margin  the  following  letters 
ai^  figures: — "Debt  6/.  lis.  lid,, 
cosu  4iL  ISs,  4td.;  11/.  lOx.Scf."  does 
not  shew  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
take  it  out  of  the  4th  section  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  and  consequently  no 
action  can  be  maintained  thereon. 
Cole  V.  Dyer ^  461 


STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

The  statute  of  limitations  must  be 
replied  specially  to  a  plea  of  set-off, 
and  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  un- 
der the  general  replication  of  nil  debet. 
Chappie  ▼.  Durston,  1 

STOPPAGE  IN  TRANSITU. 

Tlie  agent  of  a  bankrupt  who  has 
made  himself  responsible  for  the  price 
of  goods,  may  stop  them  in  transitu. 
But  if,  after  they  have  reached  a  cer- 
tain place,  he  give  them  a  new  desti- 
nation in  furtherance  of  the  bankrupt's 
business,  and  in  the  course  of  the 
bankrupt*s  trade,  when  they  arrive  at 
the  place  of  such  destination,  they 
vest  in  the  bankrupt,  and  pass  to  his 
assignees.     Hawkes  v.  Dunn^      519 
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SUBPOENA. 
See  RfioaLiE  Gbneralbs,  xxi. 

SUNDAY. 

See  Bills  &  Notes,  1. 
EssoioN  Dat. 

TESTE. 

See  Process. 

TITHES. 

1.  The  word  "  tithes,"  in  ancient 
documents,  does  not  necessarily  im- 
port, that  tithes  were  then  payable  in 
kind,  but  may  mean  a  money  pay- 
ment in  lieu  of  tithes.     Beck  v.  Bree, 

24G 

2.  Where,  upon  an  issue  upon  si 
district  modus,  the  plaintiff  clearly 
proved  the  existence  for  150  years  of 
the  payment  pleaded,  and  the  defend- 
ant produced  Pope  Nicholas'  taxa- 
tion, and  other  documentary  evidence, 
which  ascribed  to  the  rectory,  and  to 
the  property  in  respect  of  which  the 
modus  was  pleaded,  values  inconsis- 
tent with  the  alleged  modus : — Held^ 
after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  that  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  say  to  what  weight 
the  documentary  evidence  was  enti- 
tled, and  that  they  might  take  into 
their  consideration  whemer  the  docu« 
mentary  evidence  ascribed  to  the  rec* 
tory  and  the  district  their  real  value 
at  the  time.  Ibid, 

3.  The  tenth  calf  in  the  order  of 
birth  is  the  tithe  calf,  where  the  order 
of  birth  can  be  ascertained.  Trat- 
pMn  V.  Carrtngton^  S20 

TOLL. 

A  grant  of  a  fair  or  market,  witli 
an  express  grant'  of  toll,  passes  rea- 
sonable toll,  though  no  amount  of  toll 
be  specified.  Corporaiion  of  Stam" 
ford  V.  Pawlettf  57 

Affirmed,  400 
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TRADE. 

By  an  agreement  reciting  that^.  B. 
and  C  D,  had,  for  some  time  past, 
employed,  and  then  did  employ  E,F, 
in  executing  the  orders  which  they 
from  time  to  time  received;  and  also 
reciting  that^.  B.  and  C  Z).  had  re- 
quested E,  F,  to  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment to  work  in  his  trade  or  business, 
and  to  execute  the  orders  of  ^.  B, 
and  CD.,  inmannfacturing  and  mak- 
ing goods  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  for 
the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  alone,  to 
which  he  had  consented,  in  consider- 
ation of  his  past  employmest,  and  al** 
so  of  the  undertaking  of  A,  B,  mA 

C.  Z).  to  continue  to  employ  him  as 
tlteretofore ; — A.  B.  and  CD.  agreed 
with  E,  P.,  t^iat  they  would,  during 
the  j<Mnt  lives  of  tbemsdves  and  E. 
F.,  continue  to  employ  him  in  execute 
ing  their  orders  di^iheretofore,  and  up* 
on  the  \i^Lii  or  other  usual  terms,  sub* 
ject,  nevertheless,  to  the  provisoes  and 
agreements  thereinafter  mentioned; 
and  E.  F.  agreed  with  A,  B.  and  C 

D.  that  he  would,  during  the  joint 
lives  of  A.  B.  and  C.  D.^  work  for 
and  execute  tbrir  orders  for  them  as 
he  had  been  accustomed  in  his  trade 
or  business,  ia  a  good  awl  workman- 
like maBoer*  and  at  general  and  pr^ 
per  prices  or  terms ;  and  that  he  wo«M 
not  at  any  time  work  f<Mr,  or  «awc<iC6 
or  cause  to  be  executed,  the  orden  of 
any  person  «r  persons  whomsoever, 
in  his  trade  or  business,  without  the 
conseiH  in  writing  e£A.  B.  and  C  D., 
which  consent  should  be  necessary 
upon  every  distanet  occasion,  and 
should  contain  the  address  of  the  per* 
son  or  persons  for  whom  he  might 
thereby  be  permitted  to  be  employed, 
and  also  the  specific  work  which  he 
was  thereby  permtaed  to  perform: 
but  it  was  provided  snd  agroed,  that 
in  case  A..  B.  and  C.  D^ ahonidat any 
time  be  desirous  to  put  an  end  to  that 
agreement,  and  should  give,  or  cause 
to  be  given,  at  least  three  months' no- 


tice in  writing  to  E*  P.,  the  agree- 
ment afaoukl  be  oonsidered  as  at  an 
end  and  determined:  profvidked  iSBm, 
that  in  case  the  said  A,  B.  and  C  D. 
shonkl  at  any  time  haert  occaii^n  Of 
be  vnder  tlu  necessity,  by  reason  t»f 
the  nrgency  or  extent  of  orden,  or 
skeiuld  oihemtte  tibMjE^  ihaysheuVl 
be  at  liberty  to  employ  any  odier  per- 
son or  persons  to  execute  orders  for 
them  in  the  trade  or  business  of  E. 
F.;  and  diat,  without  tbereby  reicM- 
ing  E^  P.  from  his  agreement  therein 
contained  of  exclusively  working  for 
the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.;  and  it  was 
provided  that  nothing  therein  contain- 
ed sbould  be  taken  to  restrain  or  pre- 
vent E.  F.  from  executing  tke  orden 
of  any  person  or  persons  rendii^  in 
the  city  oiLondxm^  or  witiun  six  miles 
thereof: — H^ld,  first,  that  this  agiee- 
nwnt,  being  in  partial  restraint  of 
tnide>'and  not  having  an  adequate 
consideration  to  support  it,  was  void. 
«— And  aecondlyi  that  a  promissoiy 
note  given  by  E.  F«  to  A.  B.  and  C. 
D.  in  consideration  of  breaches  of  the 
agreement,  in  working  for  other  per- 
sons, was  also  void,  and  could  not  be 
set  off  by  ^.  B.  and  C.-D.  in  an  ac- 
tion against  them,  at  the  suit  of  the 
assignees  of  E.  F.^  for  work  done. 
Young  V.  Timndns,  331 

TROVER. 

See  Action,  4. 
Conversion. 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 

A  tenant  who  agrees  to  take  fur- 
nished lodgings,  but  does  not  enter, 
is  not  liable  in  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation.     Edge  v.  Siragbri^  391 

USURY. 

The  grant  of  an  annuity  for  the 
term  of  four  lives,  and  the  lives  and 
life  of  the  snrtiwn  and  survivor. 


VENIRE. 


WALES. 
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ooatained  a  covenant  by  the  grantor, 
widiin  thirty  days  after  the  decease  of 
the  third  tife  which  should  drop,  to 
insure  1009/.,  (theasaount  of  the  con- 
sideration), in  some  insurance  ofiice, 
for  the  use  of  the  grantee,  to  be  paid 
OD  the  decease  of  such  sorvitor: — 
Hdd^  not  nsurioM.  Ht>Uand  v.  Pel* 
Aasi,  575 

VARIANCE. 

1.  Declaration  alleged,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  messuage 
&c.,  belonging  to  and  supporting 
which  there  were  certain  foundations, 
which  the  plaintiff  had  enjoyed,  &c., 
and  ought,  &c.,  to  enjoy.  On  evi- 
dence, it  appeared,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  only  entitled  to  an  easement  in 
the  foundations  which  belonged  to 
the  defendant: — Held,  no  variance. 
Bronm  v.  Windsor^  20 

2.  Information  for  offering  a  bribe 
to  Thomas  Dabbs,  a  custom-house 
officer.  Evidence  that  his  name  of 
baptism  was  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs, 
in  which  name  his  commission  was 
made  out,  but  that  he  was  as  well  or 
better  known  at  the  custom-house  and 
in  the  trade  by  the  name  of  Thomas 
Dabbs,  which  name  he  himself  gene- 
rally used : — Held,  no  variance.  At- 
tomey-  General  v.  Hawkes,  121 

3.  Where  an  information  charged 
an  impqrtation  of  bugles,  and  it  was 
doubtful  whether  the  articles  import- 
ed were  beads  or  bugles,  upon  which 
different  duties  were  payable,  but  they 
were  treated  at  the  custom-house  and 
in  the  trade  as  bugles,  and  the  de- 
fendant himself  had  treated  them  as 
suclf: — Held^  no  variance.  Ibid, 

,     VENDITIONI  EXPONAS. 
See  Sheriff. 

VENIRE. 
See  DisTKiKGAS. 


VENIRE  DE  NOVO. 

See  Costs,  iii. 

VENUE. 

I.  Changing, 

\ .  The  rule  to  change  the  venue  is, 
in  this  Court,  a  rule  nisi,  which  makes 
itself  absolute,  unless  cause  be  shewn 
on  or  before  the  day  mentioned  in  the 
rule;  and  affidavits  sworn  aAer  that 
day  cannot  be  used  to  shew  cause. 
BagnaU  v.  Shipham,  377 

2.  The  venue  in  an  action  upon  an 
I.  O.  U.  may  be  changed,  upon  the 
usual  affidavit.     Roberts  v.  Wright, 

54^7 

II.  Retaining, 

m 

The  venue  can  be  brought  back  to 
the  original  county  in  which  it  was 
laid,  only  upon  an  undertaking  to 
give  material  evidence  in  that  county. 
BagnaU  v.  Shipham,  377 

WALES. 

Removal  of  Causes,      282 — 285 

1.  The  Court  of  J^xcAegftier  cannot 
order  judgment  to  be  entered  up  in 
that  j^ourt  on  a  warrant  of  attorney 
to  confess  judgment  in  the  Great  Ses- 
sions in  Wales,  given  previously  to 
the  Stat.  1  Wm,  4,  c.  70.  Williams 
v.  Williams,  387 

2.  The  late  Court  of  Great  Ses- 
sions for  the  county  of  Chester,  at  the 
summer  sessions,  1 830,  issued  an  at- 
tachment returnable  at  the  next  Great 
Sessions  against  the  attorney  in  a 
cause  for  nonpayment  of  the  defend- 
ant's costs.  Before  the  next  Great 
Sessions,  the  act  abolishing  tlie  Court 
(11  Geo.  4  and  1  Wm.  4,  c.  70)  came 
into  operation ;  but,  previously  to  that 
time,  the  Sheriff  had  taken  a  bail  bond 
for  the  appearance  of  the  attorney, 
pursuant  to  the  attachment.  The 
Sheriff  being  ruled  in  the  Easter  Term 
folfowing  to  return  the  writ  into  the 
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WITNESS. 


Court  of  Exchequer f  returned  cepi 
corpus,  and  that  he  was  ready  to  have 
had  his  body  before  the  Justices  of 
Chester  at  the  return;  but  that,  be- 
fore the  return,  the  Court  was  abolish- 
ed:— Heldf  that  the  return  was  in- 
sufficient, and  that  the  application 
against  the  Sheriff  in  Easter  Term 
was  in  time.     Jones  v.  Clarke^    447 

WARRANT  OF  ATTORNEY. 

See  Wat.bs.  1. 

WHARFINGER. 
See  Principal  &  Surbty. 

WITNESS. 

See  CouMissxoN. 
Etidsncb,  5. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  ejectment, 
the  landlord  (defendant)  proposed  to 


WRITS. 

call  the  tenants  in  possenkm  of  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  {uroperty,  upon 
whom  ejectments  had  been  aerred*  to 
proye  an  adverse  possession;  but  they 
were  held  to  be  incompelint:  and  the 
Court  refused  to  enter  into  the  qiies* 
tton,  whether  they  were  competent  to 
prove  the  possession  of  each  othert 
because  the  distinction  had  not  been 
pointed  out  at  the  trial,  but  intimated 
an  opinion  that  they  were  not  compe- 
tent for  any  purpose.  Doe  d.  Lems 
V.  Preece,  515 

2.  Corporators  are  not  competent 
witnesses  in  support  of  a  custom  to 
exclude  foreigners.  Davies  v.  Mar^ 
gatiy  587 

WORDS. 

See  Slandbr. 

WRIT. 
See  pRocsss. 
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W.  m'DOWALL,  PRINTER,  PEICBCRTOK-ROW, 
OOUOH-aQUARB. 
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